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I Hill speak about Rousseau in general, and, starting from the most external 
side, of the way in which he is generally discussed today in this country. To the 
extent that I know the current literature, Rousseau is today frequently contrasted 
unfavorably with Locke, and I believe such of the present-day understanding of Rous¬ 
seau which is available to us is exactly this understanding. The view is this: 

Locke, in a way, the father of liberal democracy—simple proof, the direct relation 
of the declaration of Independence to Locke's Second Treatise of Civil C-ovemsent— 
whereas Rousseau is called a totalitarian, mod especially the connection between Rous¬ 
seau and the French Jacobins is mentioned in this connection. Related to this is, 
the key term in Locke is property. Locke used the word property in a large sense, 
implying also the body, life and liberty; but the comprehensive term is property, and 
this of course throws also soma light on how he understands life end liberty: as 
forms of property. Property is the key word. In Rousseau, in contradistinction, the 
key words, one would say, are liberty and equality; surely not property. Furthermore, 
Locke is well known as a man much concerned with a reservation of or for the individ¬ 
ual of a private sphere; and therefore, connected with that he is known, and praised 
as the author of letters on tolerance. Rousseau, on the other hand, is understood 
to be opposed to this reservation of a private sphere; the famous formula, the social 
contract, means that the individuals surrender themselves and all their powers to the 
society. So one can call this totalitarianism. One point I mention right away: 
whenever one speaks of the totalitarianism of Rousseau, one must in simple fairness 
say that Rousseau has absolutely nothing to do' with present-day totulitaria ism, 
because the totalitarianism which Rousseau praises is the totalitarianism of society, 
not of the government. That is practioally of some importance. You know, when we 
speak today of totalitarianism, we mean the totalitarianism of government, and only 
indirectly of society, Rousseau speaks only, one could say admits and demands only, 
the totalitarianism of society. To explain this contrast with Locke: Locke, toler¬ 
ance; Rousseau, a teaching of civil religion, a state religion. The last point in 
this overall survey of the difference between Rousseau and Locke; Locke stands for 
representative government—1638—and Rousseau for direct democracy: no representa¬ 
tive assemblies, but the citizen body assembling in a town-meeting, as it were, is 
the legislator. These ere the undeniable facta; crude, but undeniable facts. 

So you see that since we are today in the grip of the cold war, it appears 
naturally that Locke is a much better authority for those who are opposed to commun- 
ism than Rousseau is. But the picture is a bit more complicated, for the following 
reason: there was one ma n who was a pupil of Rousseau and had a certain influence 
on American affairs, and that was Thomas Paine. There was also a connection barween 
Thomas Faina and Thomas Jefferson. So the view which some very patriotic authors now 
hold, that .America was never contaminated by Rousseau, is probably exaggerated. But 
there is another side of Rousseau where the influence is quite visible. There uas 
been going on for a long tine in this country an enterprise called progressive educa¬ 
tion. You must have heard of that. How this is of course directly the work of John 
Dewey; but the father of progressive education was none other than Rousseau, whose 
Fhrile is a basic book. I begin with this puiely political, not to say ideological, 
consideration so that we become somewhat critical of this simple labelling. 

In order to arrive at a broader view, I would suggest the following consider¬ 
ation: let us look at the consequences of Rousseau, and not take tae simplistic view 
that the French Jacobins were the only men who derived from Rousseau—Jacobins and 
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all later Jacob in is m codified, including iiarxism—which is of course true. But this 
only one offspring of Rousseau; there are others. The other offspring is German ideal¬ 
istic phil osophy. That is unthinkable without Rousseau, and that is perfectly clear, 
stated by iCant, the founder of this German philosophy, who said, "Rousseau broug’ 
me into right shape." There is a veil-known thing of Kant regarding what he owed to 
Hume, that Hume awakened him from the dogmatic slumber; but the statement about Roust 
is muc h more far-reaching than the statement about Hums. We will see later on what 
t h is me a n s. So German idealism, which has very little to do with Jacobinism and thai 
kind of thing, also developed from Rousseau. But above all, romanticism in all its 
forms has been generated by Rousseau, And that means all- notions of Volk, of nation! 
ism, those in the peaceful and in the not-so-peaceful understanding, stem from Rouss- , 
and all sorts of organic, as they claimed to be called in 19th century, have their 
ultimate root in Rousseau. The main point which X must emphasize is this: the Gera 
' idealism understood itself as viewing man and political society from a loftier point 
of view t h a n , say, John Lock e , especially, has done. And Rousseau h gs very much to do 
with this loftier view, as.we shall see. The key word of Rousseau is virtue. No cup 
however en a m or ed of Locke, could sey that the key word of John T,n <*!<■»> i 3 virtue. Proi - 
Property, yes; freedom, to seme extent—ordered freedom; but virtue is cot the favorite 
term of Locke. 

The second consideration—I propose, though, that we take a somewhat broader 
view, and not merely the view generated by the present political situation—is this: 
Locke and Ro uss e au, in spite of their antagonisms, have some'thing very important in 
common. Both begin their political theory with reflections on the state of nature. 

And the key phenomenon which determines both the state of nature and the transition 
from the state of nature to civil society, the fundamental mw»an phen o menon for both 
of than, is self-preservation. This is unchanged on the way from Locke to Rousseau. 

' Now, this kind of political theory which starts from the state of nature regards 
as the crucial ph e no me non self-preservation was originated neither by Locke nor Rous- ' 
seau, but by Hobbes. So what Locke and Rousseau have in common is a Hobbean. basis. 7 
other words, however important the difference between Locke and Rousseau is, it is 
nevertheless a difference on a common ground; and we misunderstand Rousseau as well a- 1 
Locke if we do not always keep in mind this common ground. 

Nov, on the basis of this somewhat enlarged view of the situation—I mean, ta ; 
-taking into consideration on the one hand that Locke and Rousseau are building on a Ecbbear 
foundation and secondly that Rousseau originated German idealistic philosophy and > 
romanticism—we can perhaps venture this more general statement, which you will taka 
for the time being merely as an assertion, naturally, jb are compelled to speak of 
modern political philosophy in an emphatic sense. By this I mean a political philos¬ 
ophy which exists only in modern times. Not all thinkers in modem times were modem ' 
political philosophers—the mere fact that someone lives around 1830 or I960 dees not- 
yet make him modern in itself. But on the other hand, there is a kind of political 
thinking which is peculiar to modem times. This characteristically modern political 
philosophy understood Itself as fundamentally different from the earlier kind of poi: • 
leal t hinkin g; and this earlier political philosophy was thought to be originated by 
Socrates, whose most famous successors are, of course, Plato and Aristotle. Everyth! ; 
which happened afterward in political philosophy strictly understood—so-called stoi¬ 
cism, even scholasticism, in the most famous cases, at any rate—does not involve a j 
break with this Socratic foundation; great modifications, but no break, out in nedem 
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times, and with, particular clarity in the case of Hobbes, a conscious break with the 
whole Socratic tradition took place. This has also a very complicated history, and 
I will limit myself only to what is indispensable for the present purpose. 

Now, this political philosophy as it was originated by Hobbes in conscious 
opposition to all earlier political philosophy was very powerful up, roughly, to the 
time of the French Revolution. Then its defects led to a new ldnd of political phi¬ 
losophy, which was however not a return to the ancient pre-modern political philosophy, 
but a very profound modification of what Hobbes *»nd his immediate predecessors had 
said. X will now speak for convenience's sake of the first wave, of Hobbes and so on, 
and of the second wave, which roughly mpa into being at the time of the French Revo¬ 
lution. This wave, the second wave, I would tentatively say, was originated by Rous¬ 
seau. The dissatisfaction with the basic principles of modernity was for the first 
time stated—but not from an ancient point of view, but from a so—to-say super-modem 
point of view; what was then a super-modem point of view—by Rousseau. The only 
event wh ich I believe we can compare with this great historical importance of Rousseau— 
for good or for ill, but its imp o rtance cannot be denied—ia Nietzsche, when the 
mov emen ts generated, quasi, by Rousseau—the German idaaijs m and all its famous follow¬ 
ers in other countries, <rw»inri<ing Great Britain; also romanticism in its 
forms—when they somehow seemed to be unsatisfactory, a new revolution, a new explo- 
{ sion as it were, occurred. And that ia Nietzsche, who knew quite well—in fact he 
i said this more than once—his opponent was Rousseau. This is only, in the way of a 
very general provisi ona l statement. But we would be then compelled to try to under¬ 
stand what is the manning of this second wave of modernity; and therefore we must 
study Rousseau. Th i s is at least, X think, the broadest way in one can approach 

Rousseau. But there are also other reasons, more simple reasons why one should study 
Rousseau; it is not necessary to go into them. 

Now, in order to study Rousseau, one would have to read not everything which 
Rousseau has written. This can be done only by people who are willing to sacrifice 
or devote their whole life to the study of Rousseau—there are such people—but we 
cannot possibly do that; because if you would go into a library and look at a complete 
edition of Rousseau's works and letters, you would become repelled by the magnitude 
of the tas k . But there are some writings——and we should at least enumerate them— 

' w h i ch are indi spensable for an understanding of Rousseau. These are the so-called 
Two D iscourses: the First Discourse and the Second Discourse ; an d there is the Social 
Contract of course, a very small writing, short writing; there is the anile ; there is 
Nis Confessions ; and there are some political writings of a more practical nature; 
the Govern ment of Poland and Corsica ; and there is of course his famous novel, Julie. 
or the New Heloise . These are probably the most important writings, and someone who 
has read all these and has understood them could claim, I think, to have understood 
Rousseau. But we cannot do that; to read even a part of them, we 1 limit our— 
f selves to the Second Discourse , the writing of which Rousseau has said that this was 
1 his boldest writing; and the Emile , which contains also a summary of Social Con— 
tract, so that we are excused for not reading the Social Contract here, and especially 
, since the Emile is in a way the most fundamental writing of Rousseau. He develops 
I nis psychology, in the wide sense of the term. 

We must begin somehow, and since this is probably the most simple, we read 
the paper today on the First Discourse . The title of the First Discourse is '"..’aether 
the Restoration of the Sciences and Arts Has Contributed to the Purification of 
florals." This was a question raised by a French Academia in Dijon in 1750 or 1751. 
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Rousseau's answer was, the restoration of sciences and arts has not contributed to the 
purification of morals, but on the contrary it has led to the depravation of morals. 

The restoration, this means of course the development since the Renaissance. Was this 
modern develo pmen t, from roughly 1500 on, a blessing or a curse? And Rousseau says it 
1 was a curse. But the important thing to see is that the academicians who raised this 
I question were at least open to the poseibility that the question would have to be 
1 answered in the negative, unless the question would be merely rhetorical. So the ques- 
1 tion was in no way peculiar to Rousseau, but Rousseau was the <*»wa who gave this answer 
in 1751. And, to use a favorite 18th century French phrase, he astonished Europe— 
il Atonna 1*Europe—by saying, this is all terrible, the sciences and the arts. 

Now, Rousseau states right at the beginning what his point of view is. Rous¬ 
seau's point of view is not that of the men of the owl i ghwho called themselves 
"les esprits forts"—the strong minds, free minds, free—thinkers, or philosophers; nor 
is it that of the fanatic, of the bigot; but he takes the view of the my-w who knows 
not h i ng : he praises ignorance; he takes the side of virtue or probity against science. 
But he does this on the basis of the natural light—on the basis of reason. How I 
will first give you a k i nd of summary, and you will see that there are certain dif¬ 
ficulties whi ch will lead us somewhat deeper. Rousseau begins the first part of this 
Discourse by describing the beautiful spectacle of man's attended universal knowledge: 
this magnificent spectacle which was renewed, as he said, in the last few generations, 
meaning since roughly 1£C0. Prior to that, Europe lived not in virtuous ignorance, 
however, but in a state worse than ignorance, still more despicable than ignorance. 

That is Rousseau's description of scholasticism, although the term is not used. So 
you see, Rousseau is not simply opposed to science, altho ugh he is opposed to science; 
we can say, and that will concern us later, he is opposed to the supremacy of-science. 

I read to you a passage which will be helpful for later discussions. 

"The mind has its needs as well as the body. The needs of the body form 
the fou n d a tion of society; the needs of the m ~ > ~ form the ornament of 
society." 

The fou nd ation, the needs of the body; the oxnament, the needs of the mind. 

"’Jhereas government and law provide for the security and well-being of 
assembled men; sciences, letters and arts, less despotic and sore 
powerful perhaps, extend garlands of flowers an these iron chains, 
and they extinguish in men the feeling for that original liberty for 
which they seemed to be bom, make them love their slavery, and form 
in them what one calls civilised people." 

We see here already one point which will come up later: government and laws, these . 
provide iron bonds. They establish slavery. And science arts are inimical to 
what Rousseau calls original liberty. 

X do not have to go into the argument which takes up most of the place, but 
which is not particularly interesting, because it simply follows...is partly trivial 
and partly a mere consequence. Rousseau's attack on civilisation is an attack on the 
appearance of virtue as distinguished from virtue itself. In other words, people are 
polite; they are exte r nal ly nice in their conduct; but their hearts are black. There 
is no genuine virtue, what tea have to keep in mind is this: there is a connection, 
in Rousseau, wh ich we have to explore, between virtue and original liberty; this 
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I ori ginal liberty is illustrated to some extent by tie famous noble savage: peonies 
who are not civ i lised, but for this very reason norally superior to the civilised 
peoples. You Joiow, this myth has played a very great role, in popular literature 
especiall y , and Rousseau is perhaps the most eloquent exponent of this view. But it 
I is only a part of a very long argument, ;.e keep in mind this: virtue seems to be 
I connected with original liberty. 

Kow, what is that virtue? we find one definition, and that is this: virtue 
is the force and vigor of the soul——of the soul, not of the mind. Rousseau does not 
develop this here, but in some writings more or less contemporary with this, in a 
discourse on the virtue which is most necessary for heroes, for example, he say 3 
force of the soul is the true fou nd ation of heroism. And this force of the soul is 
explicitly distinguished from such things as prudence, justice and moderation. This 
is one crude ele me nt of Rousseau's concept of virtue: virtue connected with original 
liberty, in essence pre—political, and as we see also amoral. Let us keen this in 
mind. 


I think I must read this to you; this is a good point. 

"Before art had fas h io n ed our manners and taught our passions to speak 
an artifici al la ng uage, our manners were rustic, but natural. Human 
nature was fundamentally not better," 

say, these French of the 14-th century were not better than the French of tha ISth, 

"but man found their security in the ease with which they could oene— 
trate themselves mutually." 

So, in other words, they were honest, without being good. Present-day Europeans, ISth 
century Europeans, are dishone st and also not good. But there is a certain virtue in 
this fra nkne ss of insufficient goodness. 

"Today, where more subtle researches and a more refined taste have re¬ 
duced the art of pleasing to principles, there rules in our manners a 
vile and deceptive uniformity, and all tn- ’ r! ^ ,g seem to be thrown into 
the same mold. Constantly, politeness demands; . decency orders. Con¬ 
stantly, one follows customs, never one's own genius." 

That is a crucially important passage; I will try to explain that. I have spoken be¬ 
fore of the connection between virtue——one meaning of virtue in Rousseau—-where virtue 
is connected with original liberty, with a pre—political state, and something which 
is fundamentally amoral: the force and vigor of the soul, regardless for which pur¬ 
pose it. is used, i-ow we have another term connected with it: the virtue which Rous¬ 
seau has in mind is natural, not affected. It is, and that is the key poinc, individ¬ 
ual. Ind i vidual; we all are.by nature individuals. Then we have to submit to rules, 
to rules of conduct, social rules which command in the rr^ir. the same for all. Je are 
molded by the same form. This affects, detracts from our individuality, how, this 
notion of the sacredness, as it were, of the individuality, would itself lead to the 
rejection of any universal rules or standards. This is already implied in Rousseau, 
and was developed later on by romanticism, at least by certain branches of romanti¬ 
cism, and tocay it is indeed very well laown. This much about this one concent of 
virtue which we must keep in m i n d. To repeat, virtue, the force and vigor of the soul; 
emphatically natural; in no way molded by society or any law; and meaning individuals. 
Goodness consists not in being good according to any standard of excellence, but in 
being yourself. 
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Now, it gradually appears that Rousseau understands by virtue also something 
different, namely patriotism, where the emphasis is not on the individual in his 
individuality, but on the dedication of the individual to the common good, let U3 
say; to the fathe r la nd . And in this connection he attacks not the existence of rules, 
of laws, but rather the cosmopolitanism and skepticism which were so powerful in hi?*. 
age. What the citizen as citizen needs is certainty of conviction, of faith, and 
regarding hi niseif as belonging to this particular society—French, German, or whatever 
it is—and not as a citizen of the world. In other words, virtue means in Rousseau 
also the characteristics of the republican citizen; the republican citizen according 
to the usage of Montesquieu. the great French thinker who dieu at about the same time 
when Rousseau emerged, of whom you will iaow, if not directly, at least from the 
Fede r alist papers. Rousseau states the characteristic principle of democracy is 
virtue, as the principle of monarchy is honor, in the feudal sense, the principle 

of despotism is fear. The principle of democracy is virtue. Mow, this virtue—that 
is a very long story in iiontesquieu itself—but the primary starting point is simply 
public-spiritedness: full dedication to the public weal; which is not necessary in 
monarchy, and wh ic h is impossible in a despotism. So is an important point of 
R ousseau 1 a argument. These two notions of virtue—democratic or republican citizen 
virtue, and the force and vigor of the soul, as before—are of course very different, 
because there is apparently a connection between the individualism—if I may use these 
terms in the sense defined—and skepticism, on the one hand; and between citizen vir¬ 
tue and faith on the other. 

The argument proceeds as follows: the corruption of-cur souls, the decay of 
virtue is a consequence of the sciences and the arts, and Rousseau asserts that this 
is the universal law. He gives examples from the time of ancient Zgypt, via Greece 
and Rome, and up to modern times which, all show that effeminacy is the ccnsecuence of 
the cultivation of arts and sciences. Praise of the simple peoples not affected by 
sciences and arts, and especially of course of Sparta. Sparta is good Athens is 
wicked—which of course has a long pre—history in classical literature, and Rousseau 
simply takes t hi s up. fat there is a difficulty which arises at this 

point. Rousseau fights science; and science I mean now in the wide sense where it 
includes also the arts, the fine arts. Mow, Rousseau attacks the sciences and the 
arts in the name of virtue, but virtue has here an ambiguous meaning, as I have indi¬ 
cated. Yet he uses science for fighting science. He uses argument, reasoning. So 
there must be some science. I mean, there is not only the ambiguity regarding virtue, 
there is also an ambiguity regard ing science. There is a science which is an enemy of 
virtue, and there is a science which is favorable to virtue. Otherwise Rousseau's own 
science would not make sense. Rousseau helps us even to identify thax science which 
is favorable to virtue by us in g the name of Socrates. Socrates; and when Rousseau 
says of himself he is proud of his i gn orance, he knows that he knows nothing, these 
are simply repetitions, one could say, of what Socrates said. So, Socratic sci¬ 
ence, one m i gh t say, is exempted from the verdict against science. He quotes a pas¬ 
sage from Plato 1 s Apolog y of Socrates, and—this is very characteristic—it is in the 
main correct, what Rousseau quotes, but he makes one change. Socrates' Analogy criti¬ 
cizes three kinds of men: the statesmen; the craftsmen; and the poets. Rousseau 
deletes the criticism of the craftsmen, and replaces them by the artists. Well, you 
can easily say there is an etymological connection between artisans and artists; but 
Rcusseau knew what he was doing. What is behind this simple change from the axtack 
on craftsmen into an attack on artists? You can understand that, what he empresses 
by this change. 
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A: Perhaps the craftsmen are the simple people whom he Is trying to defend, and the 
artists ere the.... 

S; Absolutely. So, in other words, craftsmen, together with peasants, were the demo- ' 
cratie elements in society. And Rousseau's criticism of science is very much con¬ 
nected with a democratic intent; an intent wholly absent from Socrates. So, this we 
must keep in mind. So then, virtue in one meaning, the meaning of republican virtue, 
citizen spirit, is very emphatically democratic in the case of Rousseau. The second 
point is, there is a famous speech which Rousseau put into the mouth of Fahriolus, the 
ffreat Roman general, in which he makes Fabricius praise the good old times when Rome 
was good and won all battles, and where the conquest of the world Is taken for granted 
;as a legitimate goal. In other words, virtue in one sense is in Rousseau ICO per cent 
political, emphatically democratic, and by no means averse to republican imperialism. 

Now, Rousseau proceeds then....I cannot, and it is also not necessary, it 
would only be bad, if I would go into all the details. This praise of ignorance and 
the condemnation of science is pursued in various ways. Rousseau goes so far as to 
say that the sciences are bad. why is this so? One reason is, of course, their 
effects: they demoralize; they make peoples less war-like; less reliable in peaceful 
dealings; etc. They sophisticate men, anid therefore maka men sophistical. That is 
one way of putting it. Rut this is due also to the fact, not only the effect of the 
sciences, but to their very origin or root. All sciences, including moral philosophy, 
ori gina te in pride, is Rousseau's assertion. This has all nds of old connotations, 
partly Greek, partly Biblical, but the specifically Rousseauan of this: all 

sciences and arts requiring the development of the intellectual faculties of man ggka 
men. more unequal than they are by nature. The stronghold, as it were, of inequality 
is not the mere institutions: you lmow, that some people are noblemen and others are 
not. After all, one can easily question that. But the stronghold of inequality are 
the difference of natural gifts, and therefore, especially the cultivation of the nat¬ 
ural gifts which increases that inequality. So out of the democratic interest, the 
interest in inequality, Rousseau opposes the sciences. The cause of virtue is identi¬ 
cal with the cause of equality. 

I must read you a few more passages: I try to keep the quotation at a nininun. 
Spearing again of the wickedness of the sciences: "Who would pass his life with 
sterile contemplations, if everyone would consult only the duties of men and the needs 
of nature, and had time only for the fatherland, for the unhappy ones, and for his 
friends?" In other words, if men were truly moral in the sense defined, they would 
not even have time for any contemplative activities. A rigorous moralism, but obvi¬ 
ously a moralism of a political kind: the fatherland is essential here. First I 

submit to you the evidence and then we will draw our conclusions. But I a sk you 
to keep in mind two points: the ambiguity of virtue and an ambiguity of seienoa. * 

How we come to another point which is essential fox the understanding of Rous¬ 
seau from the very beginning. Sciences are wicked. One has already been indicated: 
the waste of time. You engage in some speculations about mathematical problems, or 
what have you, or even about morals, instead of doing your duty: helping your fellow 
men, helping your fatherland. So, this is a great evil, the abuse of time. Still 
greater evils follow the sciences and art 3 . Such is luxury. One likes _/ ij the 
sciences from leisure and from vanity. Vanity, the desire to distinguish oneself. 



Rousseau, 1 


Page 8 


"Luxury occurs rarely without sciences and arts; and sciences and arts 
occur never without luxury. I know that our philosophy, always fer¬ 
tile in strange maxims, pretends, against the experience of all cen¬ 
turies, that luxury makes the splendor of the states, but after this 
philosophy has forgotten the necessity of sumptuary laws, will it dare 
to deny also that good morals are essential for the duration of em¬ 
pires and that luxury is diametrically opposed to good morals? That 
luxury is a certain sign of wealth; that it even contributes to the 
multiplication of wealth; wnat must one conclude from this paradox so 
worthy to be bom in our day, and what will become of virtue if one 
ought to enrich oneself at any price? The ancient politicians spoke 
unceasingly of manners and virtues. Ours speak only of commerce and 
money." 

Now here there is something more specific, as you see, namely not against philosophy 
in general, but against modem philosophy. Rousseau raises again, in other words, 
what had been called some generations before him the quarrel of the ancients qn d the 
modems. That was a famous quarrel, especially in France,- but of course in England: 
see Swift, Rattle of the Rooks . Rousseau raises it again from an anti—modem ucint 
of view. This formula is, I think, crucial: the ancient politicians spoke unceas¬ 
ingly of virtues, ours speak, of nothing but commerce. Well, is this an intelligible 
assertion, historically at least? Please tell me what are the parts universally ad¬ 
mitted today of the social sciences. Let us not -go into uninteresting subdivisions, 
but the crude parts: political science, sociology, economics and some other things, 
yhat was the key part of social science in pre-modem times? i-nd to some extent, 
extending into early modem times; but today it has disappeared. 

A: Rconomics. 


o: In pre—modem times? No. what you understand by economics was called originally 
political eco n om y and came up only in modem times. Yea? 

A: Your question was what was the key of the social thought in ore—modem times. 

S: Yes. 

A: Probably ethics. 

S: exactly. So then, what is the status of ethics in present-day social science? 
Zero. That is what Rousseau means. Virtue has been replaced by trade and commerca. 
And this is not merely, as we learn from Rousseau, an affair of the 2Cth century, but 
it has its roots much earlier: 17th and 18th century. This is what Rousseau opposes; 
we must keep this in mind . To repeat, we have spoken of an ambiguity of science. In 
one sense Rousseau is opposed to science; in another sense, he used it. This remark 
helps us a bit; he is especially opposed to modem science and philosophy. V.'hether 
he is not also opposed to ancient remains to be seen. A few sore passages, then I 
am through. For example: 

"vfe have the physicists, geometrist3, chemists, astronomers, poets, musi¬ 
cians, painters; we have no longer the citizens, and if we still have 
some dispersed on our abandoned, forsaken countryside, they rerish there 
in poverty and contempt." 


/ 
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what he meand is, of course, the French peasantry. The contrast between the misery of 
the common people and the spurious splendor of science and arts, this is another as- ' 
pact of it, but can easily be summarized, subsumed under the general heading republi¬ 
can democratic virtue. 

In spite of all this, there is, as Rousseau begins to say at the end of this 
discourse, no absolute conflict between science and virtue. Now, this appears to be 
first merely a rhetorical move. After all, he wants to get a prize from a learned 
society, and therefore he has to say something nice shout learned societies in general 
and the underlying belief that learned societies are really sometning good for the 
commonweal. This is done slightly ironically, but this is not the chief point. Rous¬ 
seau admits here tne possibility that there may be learned societies who try to give 
the human race not only pleasant lights, agreeable lights, but also salutary instruc¬ 
tions. Now, what does this mean? Now I come to the reflection with which he concludes. 

"If the progress of science and arts has contributed nothing to our true 
felicity; if it has corrupted our manners; and if the corruption of 
manners has done harm to the purity of taste, /"these are things which 
he allegedly has proved before/, what shall we think of that multitude 
of elementary authors, /we would say today textbook writers, I would 
take it/, who have taken away from the temple of the ibuse the difficul¬ 
ties which prevented access to it and which nature had established in 
front of that temple as a test of the forces of the souls who would 
be tempted to possess knowledge? what shall we think of those com¬ 
pilers of works who have indiscreetly broken the gate of the sciences 
and Introduced into their sanctity a populace unworthy to approach 
them, whereas it would be desirable that all those who could not ad¬ 
vance far in the career of letters should have been rejected at the 
entrance and should have thrown themselves into the arts, useful to 
society, a man who would be all his life a poor rhymer, a subaltern 
geometer, might have become a great /what do you say, manufacturer*?/ 
manufacturer of /that is etoffes?/ textiles. Those whom nature had 
destined to make disciples did not need teachers." 

And then he refers to Bacon, to Descartes, to Newton, all the modem thinkers: 

"These teachers of the human race did not need any teachers /etc/7. If 
one must permit to some men to decide themselves to the study of the 
sciences and the arts, then only to those who will feel the force that 
they can march alone, /"marcher seals," phrase used by Descartes in a 
key passage of his Discourse on I'iethod7 . to this small number it be¬ 
longs to erect monuments to the glory of the human mind," etc. 

In brief, Rousseau develops here a thought which is connected with the previous 
attack on the modern philosophers who have omitted virtue and made the chief theme 
( trade and c o m mer ce, trade and money; namely, this modem philosophy is also one which 
fosters the popularization of science. Science may be bad, but the popularisation of 
science is 3urely bad. That is another point which we must keep in mind. Yet, and 
this is a point which Rousseau continues in the sequel, 

. "These few men who are by nature destined to be men of science, philos¬ 
ophers, should also enlighten the people; not about irrelevancies, but 
about their duties." 
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' In other words, what Rousseau Indicates here is a science which is strictly the pre- 
■ serve of a tiny minority. But this science culminates in what we are entitled to call 
scientific ethics. Scientific ethics, which, not as scientific but in its result, is 
to be taught popularly—not as scientific, because this would not be susceptible to 
popularisation. A thought which we find clearly expressed by Hobbes who had the hope 
that his Leviathan would take the place of traditional works in Oxford and Cambridge, 
where the wealthy gentlemen of England, and the country gentlemen in particular, would 
then become the transmitters of this teaching to the English populace at large; and 
therefore then bringing about a radical change in orientation. Rousseau has something 
of the 3ame kind in mind, but with a much greater distrust of the popularization of 
science than Hobbes had. 

I read to you this last paragraph, and then we turn to more general discussion. 

“Oh, virtue, sublime science of the simple souls, does one then need so 
much toil and apparatus in order to know thee? Thy principles, are 
they not engraved in all the hearts, and is it not sufficient in order 
to learn thy thoughts to return to oneself and to hear the voice of 
the conscience while the passions are silent? This is the true phi¬ 
losophy; let us rest content with it, and without envying the glory 
of those famous men who make themselves immortal in the republic of 
letters; let us try to put between them and us this glorious distinc¬ 
tion which one once observed between two great peoples: that the one 
understood how to speak well and the other how to act well." 

That is, of course, the Spartans and Sparta JaloJ. 

^ So, this is the conclusion. Virtue, the science of the simple souls, the con¬ 

science. This is not in need of philosophy, as we have heard. On the contrary, it can 
only be ruined by philosophy. This is one meaning of virtue, where virtue is defined 
quasi by conscience. The voice of nature tells man what he has to do; this is by far 
the most important thing in every respect. And this can only be endangered, surely 
not be furthered, by science or philosophy. But there is also another meaning of vir- 
jj. tue which we have to consider, namely, where virtue is emphatically republican demo¬ 
cratic virtue, patriotism, and where egalitarianism belongs to the same. And the third 
meaning of virtue is virtue as the force and vigor of the soul; and this does not have 
a specifically moral meaning. It is connected with original liberty; and here the 
chief concern is with individuality: being oneself rather than being good in one way 
or the other. Or if you want to speak of good, you must say to be good means to be 
yourself. 

Rousseau attacks science from these three points of view: from what we can 
call moral Christian, from the political, and from that amoral point of view. It is 
very easy to show a very large number of contradictions here, but the contradictions 
disappear if one traces them back to their principles. There are three notions of vir¬ 
tue which guide Rousseau, and which are in themselves clearly distinguished. In Spite 
of this attack on science in the names of these three views of virtue, Rousseau admits 
tbs need for science somehow. But the science needed is definitely not a popularized 
and a popularizable science. He attacks what we must call the enlightenment; the 
attempt to improve the human condition by the diffusion of science and scientific 
knowledge. This attack on the enlightenment is obviously connected with the famous 
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quarrel between the ancients and modems. The enlightening philosophy was modem phi¬ 
losophy. The science which was not essentially enlightening was ancient philosophy. 

The explicit criticism of the modem we have seen also in that passage where he opposes 
virtue concerned classical thought, whereas commerce concerned modem thought. The 
genuine science which; Rousseau demands must enlighten the people about their duties. 

t; 

END OP TAPE SHE 0EE.\ 

; 

i 

i 

.. .summarize this point that in spite of the fact that Rousseau is very criti¬ 
cal of modem political philosophy, and which includes the early form of modem eco¬ 
nomic science... .This is before Adam s^th, but considerable time after liana e— 

ville, for example; and also one of the most important economic thinkers, al though ^he 
is probably not mentioned in the ordinary history of economic thought, was Montes¬ 
quieu himself, to whom he refers without mentioning his name. That was the - originator 
of political economy. You know, economics meant originally the management of the 
■h o us eho ld; public finance was not recognized as part of economics. Public finance 
ex isted at all times, but the study of that, which was of course never classroom study, 
but in families——in the ruling families in Rome that was transmitted; in Athens too— 
that was not a technical science. But political economy emerged only in the modem 
era; and the first:man, I think, of importance is an. Englishman, Sir William Petty, who 
was an acquaintance, if not a pupil of Thomas Hobbes. If you scratch the surface of 
the sciences and go a bit deeper, then you always come to philosophy. That can't be 
helped. So in this case, scratch Sir William Petty and you discover Thomas Hobbes, 
sir ailliam Petty had made this very interesting thing: he tried to find out what the- 
worth of a human being is; you know, money worth, an interesting question. he— ' 
very ingenious man—found a way. He said, well, go to the slave market in Algiers. 

Here you get empirical evidence. But he found out, I think—I do not ]scow whether it 
was one pound....He did not go into the subtle question of whether he was very strong 
or weak or...I suppose there must have been a rate for the very prime human being. And 
then Montesquieu made this remark: this is wrong, this that Sir William 

did, because this is only the price of an RnglishTMu . There are countries in which a 
human being has a much smaller value than that, and there are even countries where the 
value of a human being is zero, and in others even less than zero. He had of course 
in mind countries w h ic n were starving all the time. Now this is one point which Rous¬ 
seau mentions in his attack on this modern approach. ■ 

Rousseau's attack on science is ambiguous. He speaks very frequently as if he 
were opposed to science simply. But there are Awrmgh passages which show the opposite. 
.But one t h i ng seems indeed to be clear: he attacks surely the supremacy of science. 

Now, how does this look in the light of pre-Rousseauan thought? I mean, if we take a 
kina of bird—like view. First of all, what was the pre—modern view? Uhat is it? 

Simple textbook lmowledge which everyone should have; might have, at least, well, the 
theoretical life, the life devoted to contemplation is the perfection of man. Clearly 
the Aristotelian point of view, but one also visible enough in the whole Socratic tra¬ 
dition. Socrates: virtue is knowledge. That cuts both ways. Soma people say that 
was radically changed by the Stoics, who put the whole emphasis on morals as distin¬ 
guished from laiowledge. But that is not quite true. For the Stoics, virtue is the key 
word, but virtue is at least inseparable from knowledge. The Stoics called such 
as logic and physics virtues. I mean, we must not impute to them an 18th century 
understanding of morality. 
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The main point, what strikes us at first now in Rousseau, I believe, is the 
assertion of the supremacy of morality; not understanding, but acting morally is the 

* only thing which ultimately counts. To show the peculiarity of this assertion—I do 
I not say it is peculiar to Rousseau, but it is characteristic of part of his age— 

jmorality and not science; morality and not religion, that is the other side: . and not 
! religion. Religion means posited religion: Christianity, Judaism, or whatever it may 
, be. Morality is the only thing which counts; morality is the only proper bond of soc: 
ety. Uhen you take Hobbes, for example; how would Hobbes stand here regarding this 
point? what is the thing which counts, ultimately, the one thing for Eobhes? Morality, 
science, or religion? 

A: Fear of violent death? 

S: Yes, but what is the consequence of fear of violent death? 

A: Self-preservation. i 

j 

S: les, but where does it lead? Rousseau also admits that, as we shall see. 

A: For Hobbes it is morality. 

S: Is it morality? 

A: Knowledge or science is the means for avoiding violent death. 

S: I believe that is better. Rousseau says, science for the sake of power. In 

other words, science for the sake of power; this concept. Or, let us put it more gen¬ 
erally, reason In the service of power—that would include both science and the j 

Leviathan state. In-other words, Hobbes' thesis is very different from Rousseau’s 
thesis. But Rousseau's thesis was taken up by a man in many respects greater than he 
namely Kant, the German philosopher. Kant expressed this thought, of which he adnitt 
that he had learned it from Rousseau. Kant's expression of this thought is the prinac„' 
.of practical reason, i.e. of moral reason. The only thing of absolute worth, Kant says, 
is morality. Kant calls it more specifically the good will, but the good will strict: 
understood in the moral sense. But what is the good will? V/eli, the will in agreemei ; 

• with the moral law, you can say that. But what is the precise relation between the 

good will and the moral law; because it could have been said in this way on a much 
earlier basis, well, according to the older view, of course, the moral law precedes 
the good will. The reason apprehends the moral law and on the basis of this ap¬ 

prehension the guidance of the will becomes possible. For Kant the will and practica. 1 
reason become identical, as he explicitly says. There is no longer the possibility a: , 
an apprehension of the moral law which is not the willing of it. One can say with a , 
slight exaggeration, but a necessary one in our context, the good will is the one which 
originates the moral law; because the moral law in order to be the moral law must ori; 
inate in the individual. I must impose that law upon myself. This means that freedom 
takes on a primacy compered with the moral law. And this reminds us of course of Rous¬ 
seau's talk about that original liberty that is absolutely sacred and fundamental. 

Kant's overall development of this thought—the overall development, not the 
details—is much simpler and clearer than Rousseau's. This i3 due to the fact that 
Kant destroyed the possibility of the primacy of theoretical reason, what does it 
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! seen? Theoretical reason, the reason effective in the sciences, consisted roughly ia 
; Kant’s time and even later of two points: physics metaphysics. Physics—which had- 
become by Rant's time Newtonian physics, which was also the starting point of Rousseau— 
is shown by Kant to be of validity merely for what he called the phAnnmariai world. 

This has so absolute dignity. This is not a knowledge of reality in itself. The knowl- 

/ edge of reality in itself remained, then, metaphysics, xiut Kant, ana tost is the pre¬ 

cise step, tried to prove the impossibility of metaphysics. Impossibility. Given the 
I fact that metaphysics is impossible on the one hand, that physics is only phenom.- 
: e a sily valid, the only absolute knowledge, the only knowledge of the absolute admitted 
by Kant is knowledge of the moral law. Anri this means of course that the moral law 
cannot have any foundation in any physical or metaphysical knowledge. It must be 
originated and originating only in the will itself. Rousseau does not do that. Per¬ 
haps one could say he was unable to do that, not having that particular genius which 

< Kant had;- perhaps so. But it could also be different: perhaps tnat he had a feeling, 

some instinct protecting bja against the Kantian opinion, iae must see...at any rate, 
Rousseau preserves the possibility of theoretical science much more than Kant does. 

And we have to see, to understand this theoretical science which is the basis of Rous¬ 
seau 1 s moral and political teaching. The two chief sources for that are exactly the 
Second Discourse and the ^fcilji. Anri we will study them. 

New, the most interesting and original concept of Rousseau regarding moral nat¬ 
ters which emerges from the First Discourse is the one whir.h I designated by this very 
ambiguous term, i ndividuali sm . I m ean, I tried to define it somewhat, but I will repeat 
that. To be good means to be oneself. Tou know, individualism can have a?»r<y mAaringg * 
for example, the individual gfrnni ^ have considerable freedom to do what he likes or to 
develop according to his nature, and this irinri of thing. That is not the key point. 

The key point is to be yourself. At the beginning of the Confessions . Rousseau says... 
do you remember that passage, i-ir. Butterworth? How he writes of the uniqueness of his 
being, and God destroyed the mold, something of this kind? 

A: "After I was created, God must have broken the casting...." 

S: If man is absolutely individual, then the most important, at least in the last re¬ 
sort most important consideration is that this individuality he cultivated. In a sub¬ 
ordinate sense, this makes of course much sense, and a man would have to read Cicero's 
Offices.... For example, you are confronted with the question'which profession you 
should choose. Naturally only a fool would completely disregard his peculiar apti¬ 
tudes. I mean, if he is very good at mathematics, very good, it would be a pity if he 
would not at least cultivate it. Or music; or whatever. But this is of course not 
what is meant by Rousseau. It leads to the consequence that the key point is this: 

I bha i n d i vidu a li s m which Rousseau has in mind is incompatible with the very idea of 
! theory, of theoretical knowledge. There is no universal of any v~inri which can give us 
■direction in the decisive respect. 

In the older classical view, to become good meant to conform oneself to a pat¬ 
tern which is not i n dividual. And that is of course true not only of classical phi¬ 
losophy, but also of other...for example, take the Ten Commandments. The Ten Command¬ 
ments state these t h i ng s universally for all men: Thou sixalt not kill, so on. 
Imitation of an un ch a ng eable pattern, and the most famous »nri grandest forumla is, of 
course, imitation of God; a formula going back to Plato. So we should not be concerned 


Rousseau, 1 


Page 14 


with originality, but with imitation. That is, one can say, the message of the old 
tr ad ition. I mean, it is quite amusing that there are so many human beings—not so 
very many, but some—who are original. But that is accidental, both that they are and 
that they are ammri'ng an d exhiiixating, and perhaps sometimes even more than that. 

But not the concern with originality. Originality can only be...in the good sense, : 
would be an accidental by-product of an attempt directed not toward originality, but 
toward imitation. If this very profound change of moral orientation has been further 
: very considerably by Rousseau, the most well-known, form of this change is to be founc 
in the field called aesthetics, everyone who has read for the first time Plato or 
Aristotle on the basis of modern indoctrination must' have been struck by the fact th^^ 
the poetry gnri the fine arts are called imitative arts. And you must have read this 
times, that may be true of photography, that it is imitating, but not of a painter. 

And not even of photography after we have seen this amasing development where you have 
to be an artist in order to be a respectable photographer, as I have been told: Hhe 
word which...what took the place of imitation? What took the place of imitation? 

A: Creation. 

S: Creation. That is diametrically opposite to that. And this creativity is, of 
course, essentially individual. Because the creative artist must be himself. If ke 
imitates masters, he ceases to be creative. He may learn certain techniques from 
others, but that belongs only to the lower level of his activity. The true thing is 
’ creativity. These things we must keep, in mind; and we can easily see how the meaning 
of freedom must be radically affected when freedom is seen in the context of xmitati< 
.on the one band and the context of creativity on the other. It leads ox course to v? 
vf»y funny consequences in practice, as this modern notion when people are asked to be, as 
it were, original. Or as it happens—it is hard to believe, but it is u n de n iably tr* 
that in many schools in this country now, children who have not even learned to mast: 
the letters °n^ the simple arithmetical operations on small numbers are asked to write 
a creative essay. That is unbelievable, hut true. But i'ir. aorrison, the defender of 
the modern.... 


A: Ho, I am not. 

S: All right. 

a; I just wanted to ask how, where exactly Rousseau stands on this, the turning aror’ , d 
JZf these things^. 

S: Well, all right; let us use this wonderful technique so helpful for understanding, 
namely, the blackboard. So, we have distinguished three meanings of virtue. And ie' 
us start from the end——which I will call the moral Christian, without making a distir 
tion—where conscience is the key word. The second is the notion of the republican 
democratic egalitarian virtue—I indicate that by "P," by which I do not mean that 
they are incompatible. I mean that they are only the preponderant notion. So you s< 
that this leads then to a conflict? The simple proof is kachiavelli' s Discourses, 
where on the surface of the work patriotism is written large and subjects to itself ~~e 
conscience completely; and vice versa, of course. The third is what I call with a v< - • 
Kky poor word, individualism, and which is connected with original liberty; a liberty r.o >. * 

' yet tainted by any laws, human or divine. Is this clear? Three kinds. This uhen, 
there is nothing limiting the original liberty, and the difficulty for men is rather 
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that they lose It so easily: they sell out to universal rules of a low, or even of a 
high kind. Oh, I know how I can help you. In present-day sociology, the distinction 
is used which goes hack ultimately to Rousseau—but there are certain intermediates— 
between other-directed, self-directed, and tradition-directed people. You have heard 
of that? You will not pass the examination if you do not know that. Good. Now, the 
self- directed: what does this mean? I mean, the other-directed is clear: we want to 
keep up with the Joneses, and this kind of thing. She tradition-directed is also 
clear: tradition directs him, whatever the tradition may be. The self-directed man: 
what does it mean? He himself directs him. With a view to what? To what does he look 
in directing himself? 

A: Self-realization. 

S: All right; but what is that self which he realizes? His individual self. Be tby- 
: self. That is the point. Be thyself. And to be oneself means exactly not to build 
up oneself, to edify oneself in the original meaning of edification with a view to a 
pattern not laid by oneself but found, discovered; not invented. Is this now clear, 
;Mr. Morrison, this distinction? All three notions lead to the denial of the supremacy 
of the theoretical life. Is this clear? But I will repeat it: if to act virtuously, 
to help one's neighbor in whatever belongs to him, is the one thing needful, then the 
theoretical life cannot be the one thing needful. That can be only admitted as being 
in the service of helping the others. For example, if we assume, say; that medicine is 
a way of helping other people, and even basic research in medicine would, of course, 
also be necessary, than the justification of the basic cancer research would be this 
moral Christian teaching. The second, patriotism. If this is the highest thing, dedi- 
; cation to the common good, the contemplative life cannot be. And the third is also 
dear: because there is nothing higher, nothing higher than the self and its realiza¬ 
tion. Nothing universal, the knowledge of which can be the highest. So this much is 
clear. 


But to complete my picture, I will also remind you of this ambiguity regarding 
the other item: science. There is science in one sense which Rousseau rejects. And 
let us call it in the simplest way, autonomous science. But then there is another sci- 
: ence which he admits, which we may call ministerial science: a science in the service 
of any of these three meanings of virtue. From this point of view then, the key ques- 
i tion would be, what is the status of these three meanings of virtue in Rousseau. I 
asserted today that this is the core. This needs of course proof, but I did this on 
the basis of my earlier reading of Rousseau, and I may be wrong. But the fact which 
no one can deny is that these three meanings of virtue are present, and the emphasis 
on that is justified because this is sxMRly not a traditional notion, whereas the older 
notions were traditional. Where is now your difficulty? 

A: I think it is resolved. 

S: It is resolved. Yes? ; 

A: Between the virtue of the noble savage of the past and the virtue characteristic 
in modern man of science, which is superior, according to Rousseau? 

S: I shouldn't complain, because I speak also very 

A: Repeats question^/ 
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S: I give you only a provisional answer. ‘Baa noble savage has something to do 

with, more to do with number 3 than with number 1. That is a very provisional 

answer. The attraction which the noble savage has for Rousseau is that it is a kind of 
yhioh reminds Mm of the possibility which is lost in I and Rous¬ 

seau ultimately does not agree with the noble savage, but what you can say is this: 
what he is after is a most noble savage, not a noble savage. Th is most noble savage, 
the best expression X have found for that in.... The most noble savage is an artist; 
not the philosopher, but the artist. _Do you see the connection between the noble 
savage qnd the ^inaudible sentences,^/ That would be too local a point for what X have 
in mind. It sounds only funny, but there is something to that. 

A; Are you going to talk about the relationship between virtue and freedom? 

S: We have to. No, there is eme> point...Rousseau makes the distinction explicit—and 
I am so out of Rousseau that X do not even remember where— between virtue and goodness. > 
You remember where. 

i 

A: X don't remember; but I think it is in the _Second_J)iscoursfiJ st least in one form. 

S: Perhaps. I am sure by the end of the quarter you will remember. We all will remeir . 
ber. Now, virtue and goodness are radically different. What is that? If we try to 
put it in here, in this schema, virtue is 1 and 2, and 1 or 2. That is difficult. 

» is goodness. ^Indicates 3j iJ Virtue and goodness are radically different, because 
virtue presupposes lav and submission to the law; obedience to the law; compliance- with 
the law; conformity to the law. Goodness is lawless; anar chic. Original liberty. 
Original liberty is the liberty preceding All law—that is essential—and therefore it 
is amoral. Now, Rousseau tried to some extent to make this palatable to hims elf and 
to others by saying, original liberty, being oneself, is goodness, because it is insep¬ 
arable from compassion. To be yourself also, and perhaps even chiefly, to be 

compassionate. So now, assuming that compassion is the root of all social virtue, then 
of course it would, be very simple to say, be yourself means the same as to be kind and 
good. Unfortunately, tilings are not so simple, and Rousseau himself saw that surely i 

to some extent. But this will already cone out In the Second Discourse, where compas¬ 
sion comes in. 

\ 

A: The thing that I was trying to drive at was the freedom and the liberty 

for which virtue 1 anti 2 are suggested up there as well as 3* One th i n g which comes tc 
mind ia the Discour se on Politic al Economy, where he suggests all virtue suggests love 
of fatherland virtue virtue in liberty...no, being a good citizen and virtue o- 
liberty, and finally brings a well-established fatherland. 

’ S: That is really the question we have to discuss in the whole course. That Rousseau 
tried in a way to produce a perfect harmony between the three is undeniable. But i 
believe that there is also great evidence that he did not succeed, and that he knew he 
did not succeed. And the simple proof is the very first sentence of the first chapter 
of the Social Contract . Social life, and that includes , any form of duties 

is a form of labor. Freedom is beyond society, beyond duty; and therefore.... Well, 
if we look at the crudest thing, of the consequences of Rousseau, at one extreme, one 
could say, is Kant and Hegel, the Germans, who produced a perfect harmony between moral : 
ity and the state, one way or the other...and duty, between duty and the state. But 
the other extreme of Rousseau is anarchism, which is also one of tne genuine legitimate 
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children of Rousseau. Anarchism; the people who did go to the woods and refused to 
have anything to do with society. That is as legitimate to Rousseau as the classic 
Germans. By the way, Kara comes from this whole problem, via Hegel, naturally; but 
there is also another connection between herx and Rousseau, as we will see. That has 
to do with the fact that civil societ y is , according to Rousseau, absolutely necessary, 
but essentially defective. There cannot be a state without self-contradiction. And 
this contradiction has to do with the fact that civil society is based on the principle 
of private property. That will become very clear in the Second Discourse, but it will 
also become clear from other things. Private property is a harsh, uncompassionate, 
almost inhu m an thing. But without it, no civil society. And .iarx, in the goodness of 
his heart, thought there could be a society in which property would cease to exist; in 
wh ich inhumanity would therefore cease to exist; in whifth therefore no coercion of 
any kind would need to exist, i.e. a universal world state, no longer a society. But 
( the interesting point is this, that harx tried to solve the Rousseauan problem, and 
; that if one understands that Rousseauan problem one baft a better access to harx than 
otherwise. We will try to make this clear later on. But for our primary orientation, 

I believe this distinction will be helpful, wr. Seltzer. 

A: I have heard it said that the Emile is a very difficult book.' And therefore, I 
wonder if you might say just a few words as an introductory guidance in how to read 
the Emile . 

S; As for your general statement that it is a very difficult book, that is true; but 
Ijwould say it is also tri vial. All the books we read in these seminars are difficult. 
Because otherwise why should we read them in class,... And there is no rule of read¬ 
ing except to read carefully. 1 mean, everyone who does not know the original 
language always is a bit handicapped because he has to trust a translator who may or 
may not be competent, conscientious or not. I have not yet looked at this translation. 
X know that Cole, the translator of 'the other • thing s made incredible, did incredible 
. Really, I mean, he is, X think, an English politician. i-*r. I-iorrison 
can tell us everything about this. G.D. Cole. 

A: Yes, he is very famous. - tie was one of the stalwarts of the Fabian Society. He was 
a professor for many, many years at Oxford; greatly revered. He died recently. 

S: Yes. Well, that shows the complicated relation between loyalty and competence as 
a translator. 

A: I remembered noticing myself when 1 first saw this translation, as far as X am 
aware, while he has written detective stories, this is the only work of translation 
which he has ever done, as far as a know. 

S: I read these once, and they are good. JZi Very goodj^ In a way a greater merit 
than the translation from French, which after i should not be necessary, because 
Fre n c h is not such a difficult language to learn. 

A: Also he has done some very good work on the history of European Socialism.... 

S: I see; yes. I hope he didn't have to rely on French thought. So, try your best, 
and you have already done, some work, and you know better than quite a few others. So, 
may I repeat a question, since some of you came in later, after our discussion of the 
administrative problems. Is there anyone here who takes thia course for ciedit and „ 
has not yet applied for.... 

(SKD OF Tape Side Two. Discussion of assignment of papers follows.) 
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S: ...stated what the main issue in that prefatory material is. I would like to re¬ 
peat that. First the question, is inequality permitted by natural law? Because the 
overall impression you get from the rhetoric of the book, that is a strictly egalitar¬ 
ian statement, and you said quite rightly that Rousseau is not simply egalitarian. 
There is even a natural inequality, which is as naturally good; and there is in addi¬ 
tion a legitimate legal inequality: that of the rulers and the ruled. The latter is 
of course admitted by every democrat who is not an anarchist. Because he admits that 
there are governors who, as governors, are superior. 

The second point which you stressed was the key importance of self-preservatio: 
both for the political society and for the individual. The third point, the distinc¬ 
tion between natural right and natural law, which in this form seems to be Rousseau's 
own: natural right belonging to sentiment, as you put it, and natural law to reason. 
And the last point, the possible conflict with religion. Here it would have been bet¬ 
ter if you had made clear, at least in a clause, that by religion you mean here posi¬ 
tive Biblical religion, not natural religion. That would be a different matter. Now, 
this question of religion will be taken up—both natural and positive—in the section 
of the Baile devoted to the profession of faith of the Savoyard Vicar, which deal3 
both with natural and positive religion. Vie will take that up later. How, that is 
all right. 

Now, we must of course establish first a connection between today's assignment 
and what we discussed last time. I try to state the result of our discussion of the 
First Discourse in the simplest and, I hope, clearest form possible. Science is bad 
for virtue. That means autonomous science is bad for virtue. Science must be minis¬ 
terial; it must be in the service of virtue. This statement is clearly opposed to an 
alternative very well known both in that time and later. Science is, I mean, opposed 
not only to Aristotle's praise of the theoretical life; it is also opposed to the view 
of Bacon, Descartes and Hobbes, science in the service of power, of human power, for 
the relief of man's estate. Science must be in the service of virtue. That is to say 
science is, above all culminates in a teaching of men's duties, or perhaps rights. 

That we still leave open. At lea3t this is the most important public function of sci¬ 
ence: to teach men their duties and perhaps their rights. 

How, regarding virtue, there was a great ambiguity. X repeat the three mean¬ 
ings. First, the moral Christian meaning, where virtue is connected with the con¬ 
science, and here understood in the usual sense of the word. The second is the view 
that virtue is political, republican, not to say democratic virtue, identical with 
'patriotism. Virtue in both these senses presupposes law of some sort. Then there is 
a third meaning of virtue in which it does not presuppose law, and that virtue is con¬ 
nected with original liberty; with naturalness or individuality; and where it is sinplj 
the force and vigor of the soul in an amoral sense. Now, after having reminded you of 
that, we must keep this in mind as the question. The question can be stated sore 
' simply: what is the exact relation between these three meanings of virtue? ..hioh has 
the right of way? This we must keep in mind as a question. 

We turn to the Second Discourse and today the prefatory material. There is 
first the Dedication to the Republic of Geneva, and just in case someona dees not know 
it, Rousseau was born in Geneva. He was technically even a citizen still of Geneva, 



Rousseau, 2 


Page 2 


I mean he voted there _y. Geneva was a republic, whereas Europe was generally cov¬ 
ered with absolute monarchies, at least the continent. And Geneva was in addition a 
small republic; a city. It was something like an ancient oolia of the Platonic and 
Aristotelian notion of the perfect society, contrasted with the modem territorial 
states which seemed to demand monarchy. The doctrine of mantesquieu. Montesquieu 
roughly died at the time when Rousseau appeared, and Rousseau knew him, of course, 
very well, hontesquieu had said republics, i.e. free commonwealths, are possible only 
as small societies, as cities. If you have a larger society, then you must have mon¬ 
archy, which has their kind of freedom—you know, there was a kind of freedom in old 
France—and if you have a very large state, Uka Turkey or Persia—both very large— 
then you must have despotism, how, this doctrine is presupposed. These of you who 
have ever read the Federalist Pacers, i.e. all of you, remember the discussion of, is 
it possible to have freedom in a large country. You know, the whole issue of federal¬ 
ism in this country is still somehow linked up with this issue. So, this is a book in 
favor of freedom, obviously; liberty end equality in a very general sense. Rousseau 
has a kind of moral right to do that because he is a son of Geneva. And he makes this 
quite clear by dedicating the book to the republic of Geneva. 

The first question which we should perhaps raise is, what about Rousseau's 
praise of Geneva? sihat does he think about Geneva in general? You have answered the 
question, hr. Butterworth, but I want you to repeat it. 

A: Ee is constantly...he always lauds Geneva, of Geneva, and praises 

the manner in which her government exists. 

S: Yes. In other words, there are statements to this effect, are there not? 

A: In his whole work. 

S: But especially here. That is, "a republic so sagely and 30 felicitously consti¬ 
tuted" for the public . He seems to present Geneva as the perfect republic. 

But is this unqualifiedly true? I mean, are there not slight reservations? .'Jell, 
hr. Seltzer brought up a question last time at the end of the meeting, and I really 

did not understand the bearing of the question. I believe I can answer it as follows. 

You asked how one Jioulu read Rousseau; and I said thoroughly- That is clear. But of 
course this is also too general to be useful. Therefore I would like to make it some¬ 
what more specific. To begin with, everyone reads authors according to his previous 
habits; and these previous habits are not only his own work. They are the work of his 

upbringing, of his society, Now, we live in a liberal society in this precise sense: 

there is a First amendment; everyone can say everything he damn well pleases. However, 
there were not always liberal societies. The proof in the case of Rousseau is very 
simple: when he published the Social Contract and the this book was condemned 

and burned both in Catholic France and in Calvinist Geneva. So there was no legal 
guarantee of freedom of speech, you know? That is, I believe, what you meant, how, 
r&gle g4n£ral, as hontesquieu would say, the general rule, one has always to consider 
the possibility that an author like Rousseau might keep somethin^ up his sleeve. how 
here, let us apply this to the question of Geneva: is his praise of Geneva absolutely 
unqualified? I read to you a passage which is—since I use a different edition, but 
it is roughly on the second...no, it takes too long. When he says here, "the Roman 
people itself, this model of all free people;" the Roman people itself. Now, let me 
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see. I want to this out. A little bit later, and still speaking of the 

Romans: 

"They acquired by degrees that severity of manners and that fierceness 
or pride of courage which made of them eventually the most respectable 
of all peoples." 

I believe one can say however much he praises Geneva, he never praises Geneva as highly 
as he praises Rome in this very dedication to the Republic of Geneva. 

I have here in this th i n g another remark about Rome, in the Preface de Nar- 
cisse. preface to a comedy which Rousseau called Harciase. 

"The foundation of Rome, which was founded by a troop of bandits—or 
gangsters—whose descendents became, in a few generations, the most 
virtuous people which has ever existed...." 

He never s«ys of the Genevans that they are the most virtuous people who ever existed. 

1 leave this here. Good, do, in other words, tnere is perhaps a certain qualification 
to be considered—and that without considering what Rousseau said about republican 
Geneva when he attacked it in a later writing, the Letters from the mountain, where he 
showed what a rather corrupt oligarchy was ruling in Geneva at -chat time. 

There are also certain remarks critical of Rome here; you will easily find 
that. For example: 

"I would not have approved of plebescites similar to those of the 
Romans, where the leaders of the state, or the chiefs of the state, 
and those most interested in its conservation were excluded from 
deliberation on which the salvation of the state frequently de¬ 
pended, and where, by an absurd inconsistency, the magistrates 
were deprived of rights which tne simple citizen enjoyed." 

'What he had in mind are the Roman institutions of plebescita where only the -glebes 
voted, and the decision of the olebea had the power of law. So, in other words, Rous¬ 
seau did not swallow all Roman institutions. He is also critical of Rome, not only of 
Geneva.. But what is his criticism of Geneva? Because after all, we are dealing now 
with Geneva; Rome will coma up in other connections. Uhy is he critical of Geneva? 
There is something said here. 

a: Is it this next paragraph, where he talks about the fact that ne wants the magis¬ 
trates to introduce the laws rather than.... 

S: Ho. That, I do net believe is of any importance. In other words, the initiative 
in legislation should not rest with the simple citizens, but with experienced sen. 

That is all. That is against Athens; against the more radical democracies of_ 

A: The other point, I think, is where he makes a reference to many horrible 

misunderstandings come to trouble the public concord, I hope that these times are bear¬ 
able etc. As though there had been prior 

to that time some misunderstandings. 

S: No, let me put it on a specific and formalistic basis, aho is addressed? 
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The v ole citizen body is addressed. 

d: more precisely, “magnificent, most honored and sovereign lords." These are the 
|magistrates of the republic, and it is quite interesting that he has to use the term 
-sovereign here in a sense of which, of course, .his whole doctrine would disapprove. 
Because only the citizen body, and not the magistrates, can be sovereign. But this 
was the official title / ?_/ of the writing. But he does not address them alone. 

This phrase, "magnifiques, tr&s honoris et souverains seigneurs," ocourse also 

. Later on he turns to "my dear fellow citizens." Is there not also a pas¬ 
sage where he addresses the ladies of Geneva? 

A: In the paragraph toward the end. 

A: "Amiable and virtuous daughters of Geneva." 

S; In the second paragraph from the end? 

A: From the end of the dedication, third from the end. 

S: Yes, "aimables et vertususes citoyennes." Citizens too. But the magistrates cose 
by far first, and then the male citizens, and then the female citizens. Is there 
another part of the population which he speaks about? 

A: Yes, I question that, because every time that he says this term, "magnificent, 
very ho nored and sovereign lords," you find that the only time that he really addresses 
the magistrates, he omits one part of the phrase. He says, when he is addressing the 
magistrates and telling them how they are of the people.... 

A: Yes. "Tels sont, magnifiquas et tris honoris seigneurs,..." 

A: He omits the "sovereign" every time he says it. 

3: I have not ch e cked it, but, very good, we cannot check it.... !*o, you can never 
do a slipshod job; you have to go over the whole thing. It would be interesting if 
this phrase, sovereign, would occur only at the top and is omitted when he speaks.... 

A: When I checked it, it seems that only when they are.... 

S: Still, that is, however, a minor point. There is another group.... 

A: The sublimes? 

S: Yes, the clergy, how, what does he do with the clergy? 

A: He praises them for.... nven though they had sort of a peace of mind.... 

S: Before we turn to the what, let us look at the how; does he address the clergy? 

A: He doesn't address them. 
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5: Yes, that is interesting. Ha addresses the women, and he addresses the simple 
citizens, and of course the magistrates; but not the clergy, ho that is interesting: 
he cannot talk to the clergy somehow. He can talk about them. 

How, this passage we must read, because this is the answer to the question of 
what was wrong with Geneva so good with Rome. I mean, to t h i nk that Rousseau did 
not know the grave shortcomings of Rome would do him a great injustice. These are 
collossal overstatements, the simple core of which is that.... '.iell, that we will se- 
we read this passage. Let us read the fourth paragraph from the end of the dedi¬ 
cation. 


A; "One must not be surprised if the leaders of the oivil society love 
the glory and the happiness of it; but it is too surprising that 
the rest of the men..." 

S: - "...it is too much for the tranquility of man..." 

fit "...who regard themselves as the magistrates, or rather as the masters 
of a fatherland more holy and more sublime,..." 

S: So, you see: another fatherland, more saintly a °d acre sublime than the other 
fatherland. That is the meaning. Yes? 

A: "...thare is soma love for tha terrestrial father l a n d which nourishes 

them. How sweet it is for me to be able to make an exception in our 
favor, such a rare exception,..." 

S: You see, he says, well, however bad the clergy everywhere else is, here in our 
wonderful Geneva, they are of course wonderful* But this is not so simple, as you 
will see from the sequel. 

A: "...and put into the rank of our best citizens these zealous depositors 

of the sacred doctrine, dogmas, authorized by the laws." 

1 5: Here you have it: authorized by the laws: you know, not in their own right. So_ 
it is the citizen body or the magistrates of Geneva which made these dogmas respected. 
Yes. 

A. "These venerable pastors of souls, whose lively and sweet eloquence 

carries so munh better into the hearts the ma-fims of the evangel, of 
the gospel, that they always begin by practicing it themselves." 

S: You see, the nasty implication is very obvious. Yes. 

A: "Everybody knows with what success the great art of preac h i n g is culti¬ 

vated in Geneva. But, too accustomed to sae said by one manner and done 
by another, few people know just to what point the spirit of Christian¬ 
ity, the holiness of the morals, the severity for oneself, and the sweet¬ 
ness for another, reign in tha hearts of our ministers." 
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S: Leaning, what you would expect would be severity for the others and self-indulgence 
for oneself. Go on. 

A: "Perhaps it belongs to the single city of Geneva to show the edifying 

example of such a perfect union between a society of theologians and 
of lettered men; it is in large part their recognized wisdom and mod¬ 
eration, it is on their zeal for the prosperity of the city, that X 
found the hope of its eternal tranquility; and I notice, with a 
pleasure mixed with surprise and respect,..." 

S: The surprise is of course interesting. He would not have expected it; that is 
- clear. «e leave it at that. How, what does this mean, stated in the most simple 
terms? Uhy is Geneva inferior to Roma? 

A: Simply because they have this factor of contentment. 

' S: Dua l ism of powers spiritual and temporal in Geneva; no such dualism in Rome. That 
this is Rousseau's opinion is easily proved from his own work, especially from the 
Social Contract . So now we have made this clear. 

But if we speak now of the other important point made already in the Dedica¬ 
tion, first the distinction between natural equality and conventional inequality. I 
mean, this is a simple picture: by nature, all men are equal; and then wicked society 
establishes inequality, the nobility, the rich, and so on. But now Rousseau's phrase 
in the first paragraph is, in Geneva the two are happily combined, natural equality 
and conventional inequality; but still that is nevertheless a deviation from natural 
equality. How, what is the precise phrase in the middle of the first paragraph; will 
you read it to us? 

A: "The profound wisdom of which the one and the other, happily combined 

in this state, concur, in the mawno-n most approaching natural law 
and most favorable to society, the maintenance of a public order and 
to the happiness of the individuals...." 

S: Let us stop here. Tou see, in the maimer.... Tou did not bring this out, I-ir. 
Butterworth. uha-t Geneva does approximates the natural law to the highest degree. It 
is not simply in agreement with the natural law. what he suggests, then, is this: 
natural law d e ma n ds full equality. Natural law is in agreement with natural equality. 
But society is not possible on that basis. Society demands inequality. Therefore, no 
society can fully comply with natural law. It can at best approximate natural law. 

Do you see ^Inaudible. Goes to blackboard^ Let us make a note of : 

natural law belongs to natural equality; civil society cannot permit unqualified nat¬ 
ural equality. How, we see here the absolute necessity of having two concepts of vir¬ 
tue: one which is based on the recognition of natural equality; and another which is 
, incompatible with the unqualified equality. That is, of course, civic virtue, or 
patriotism. Civic virtue, or patriotism, demands some qualification of natural 
’equality, some tampering with natural equality. Is this dear? 

A: There is also the fact that in.... Since the kind of equality which exists in 
civil society cannot exist without the social contract,.... 
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S: Vie have not yet even come to that question. How do we get the civil society? 
That comas in through the social contract. But we come to that later. 

A: This is a society that we are speaking about here. 

S: Tes, it is officially a civil society. The question how it came about we 
postpone, because we have not yet the material for that. This ouch about the 
Dedication. Let us now turn to the Preface, which is much more substantial. Yes. 

A: . I fail to understand how virtue came into this. 

S: Not at all. I mean, I brought it in. But ny right to bring it in was .based 
on our observations from last time, where we have seen three meanings of virtue. 

We have seen only the fact; we do not know how it is related to anything else, 
y To blackboard^/ Here I said, we have this distinction; and this distinction 
lets us see the necessity of having a two-fold meaning of virtue: one which 
means simply recognition of natural equality unqualified; and another one which 
is incompatible with the simple recognition of equality, uhat would be an 
example? In the state of Mississippi new, a aan disapproving of the policy of 
the state of Mississippi would on the one hand behave to Meredith and anyone 
else in the situation in this way. But on the other hand, he would conceivably 
also obey some laws made by the state of Mississippi incompatible with natural 
equality. It could happen, yes? These are two different virtues. Some people 
would say you must disregard that completely. But this is perhaps possible in 
the state of Mississippi for all I know—I have not been there—but it is not 
universally possible. Everyone muft sometimes—assuming that this is the formula 
for virtue—deviate from it. Because there are always, in every state, there are 
some forms of inequality, be it only of the inequality of the traffic policeman 
and the man who has to take orders from him. But it will become clearer while 
we go. 


Now, let us turn to the Preface, and X think we should begin with, just 
read the first paragraph. ' But before we turn to it, let us not forget the em¬ 
phatic attack on science or knowledge, made in the First Discourse . Rousseau 
seems to have forgotten it, because he takes now science absolutely for granted. 
But this is not true. He has not forgotten it. Now, let us read that. 

A; "The most useful and the least advanced of all the human knowledges 

appears to me to be that of man; and I dare say that the inscription 
alone of the temple of Delphi contained a precept more important and 
more difficult than all the huge books of the moralists." 

S: Do you remember what that inscription was? 

A: Man, know thyself. 

S; Yes. Self-knowledge is the most important knowledge. Go on. 

A: "Therefore I regard the subject of this Discourse as one of the 

most interesting questions that philosophy might propose, and 
unfortunately for us, as one of the most thorny that philosophers 
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might resolve; for, how can one know the source of inequality 
among man, if one does not begin by knowing them themselves? 
and how will man ever come to the point of seeing them such as 
nature formed them, across all of these changes that the suc¬ 
cession of time and of things has produced in their original 
constitution,..." 

S: "was compelled to produce." 

A: "...and to straighten out everything that he..." 

S: "and to disentangle what he holds." 

A: . "...from his proper basis from that which circumstances and 

his progresses have added or changed in his primitive state?" 

S: Go a bit on. 

A: "Similar to the statue of Glaucus, that time, sea and storms 

have so disfigured that it resembles less a god than a fero¬ 
cious beast,..." 

S: Tes, all right; the human soul and the changes it underwent are compara¬ 
ble to these changes which Glaucus underwent. Have you ever read that before, 
the story of Glaucus? 

A; The Republic. Book DC. 

S: A bit later: Book X, in the middle of paragraph 611. So, there is a 
certain agreement between what Plato says and what Rousseau says: one must 
know the original nature of the soul, prior to all changes or corruptions it 
‘has undergone. To summarize this point, the most important kind of knowledge 
for man is self-knowledge of man; self-knowledge, because what else could be 
the basis of man's knowledge of his duties, if not knoweldge of man, of his 
nature? But of his original nature; not of his nature as we find it now 
empirically, where it is affected by all kinds of terrible vices. This 
original nature—and this is explicitly referred to God at the end of this 
paragraph—this original nature of man is connected with equality: men are 
by nature equal. But it has been destroyed. 'By what? In the second para¬ 
graph or the third paragraph, Rousseau refers to physical causes which have 
destroyed it. Natural equality has been destroyed not only by human wicked¬ 
ness, but also by physical causes; therefore the appropriateness of the 
Platonic example: this god, whose figure, whose shape, was changed by the 
sea and tne tempests. One thing is clear: we have to find out what is the 
nature of man, i.e. the original nature of man; and this is called here by 
Rousseau, in the next paragraph, the natural state of man, "I'&tat naturel 
de l'homme." The natural state of man is nothing else but the original 
human nature, but with special regard to the fact that in that original 
state all men were equal. Here Rousseau raises provisionally a question 
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which will occupy him and us very much: did that original state ever exist? 
Rousseau does not know, but he asserts, whether it existed or not, it is 
absolutely necessary to know it. Why? Let us turn to the next paragraph 
and read that. 

.A: "These investigations, so difficult to undertake, and of which 

one baa so little thought until now, are however the only means 

remain to us in order to raise a multitude of difficulties..." ' 

S: "to remove a multitude of difficulties." 

A: "...to remove a multitude of difficulties which cloak knowl¬ 

edge of the real foundations of human society." 

S: Where to start? Forget about everything else; we want to understand 
Vmrngw society. What are its real foundations? Answer: the nature of man. 

A: "It is this ignorance of the true definition..." 

S: Let me do it. 

"It is this ignorance of the nature of man which throws so 
much incertitude obscurity on the true definition of 
natural right....” 

Natural right can only be defined on the basis of the knowledge of the 
nature of man. 

• 

"...for the idea of right, says 14. Burlamaqui, and still more 
that of natural right, are manifestly ideas relative to the 
nature of man. Hence the first principles of this science 
have to be deduced from a knowledge of the nature of man." 

But the difficulty is this: that somehow this foundation, the natural 
state of men, perhaps never existed. We keep this in mind. 

But Rousseau turns now to another question to justify his investiga¬ 
tion, because one could question all these things he nas said; because some¬ 
one could say, but we know what natural right is, or natural law is. we 
know; we have been taught at the universities. In the Protestant countries 
there were regular chairs for natural right at that time; not in i nglan d, 
but in Scotland, and surely in Germany and in the Scandinavian countries. 

All right, Rousseau says, now let us look at the state of this science. 

The sequel; let me do it. 

"It is not without surprise and without scandal that one 
observes the little agreement which rules regarding this 
important subject among the various authors who have treated 
it. Among the gravest writers, one finds barely two who 
agree on this point. Without speaking of the ancient phi¬ 
losophers, who seem- to have had no other purpose but to 
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contradict each other about the most fundamental principles, 

Roman jurisconsuls subject indifferently men and all other 
animals to the same natural law, because they understand by 
this name rather the law which nature imposes to itself than 
the law which nature prescribes, or rather because of -the 
particular meaning in which these jurisconsuls understand 
the word law, they seem to have understood on this occasion 
by law nothing but the expression of general relations 
established by nature among all animate beings and for 
their common conservation, preservation. The moderns, 
understanding by law only a rule prescribed to a moral 
being, i.e. to a being intelligent, free, and considered 
in its relation with other beings, limit as a consequence 
the meaning of natural law alone to the animal endowed with 
reason, i.e. man; but since they define that law each in 
his manner, they establish it on such metaphysical founda¬ 
tions that there are, even among us, very few people able 
to understand these principles, let alone being able to 
find these principles by themselves." 

Now, let us stop it here first. So, the ancient philosophers con¬ 
tradict themselves entirely. That is unsalutaxy. Then we have only one 
iinteresting-alternative: the Roman lawyers and the modem ones. He does 
not say modem lawyers, or what; the modem ones. How, what do the Roman 
lawyers say? The Roman lawyers say, the natural law is that which, nature 
taught «n animals: self-preservation, mating, so on. But this is of 
no very great use, because this is done by all living beings naturally. 

Ho prescription . That is not good; that is too general. 

The modems do understand by natural law a prescriptive law, but a pre¬ 
scriptive law which is naturally addressed to that earthly being which 
airm a aan understand prescriptions, i.e. man. So Rousseau seems to be com¬ 
pelled to accept that, these modem notions of natural law. what does this 
mean, and by the way, who are these moderns? 

A: Puffendorf, Cumberland. 

S: Yes, sure, but are they the only ones? Sure, 55$ , but the 

great men. 

a: Wolffe? 

S: Still the same league. 

A: Are you thinking of Hobbes? 

S: Ho, no. Thomas Aquinas. You see, "modem" has here a very wide sense. 
Modem means here anything not ancient. I can prove this to you from-other 
writings; but at any rate, what he has here in mind is of course the provi— 

' sional natural law teaching, where natural law is understood as prescriptive 
and prescribing actions to men; and basing that indeed on metaphysical prin¬ 
ciples. Only that Rousseau th-i nka metaphysical principles are obscure 
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principles, that is his privilege. You know, when he say3, "the establish¬ 
ment on sole metaphysical principles," that is a pejorative term here; but 
not necessarily. Now, why does he object to that? Because they are based 
on metaphysical principles, they are unintelligible, he says; at least unin- 
'telligible to the large majority of men. why must natural law be intelli¬ 
gible to every man? 

A; Because it is supposed tc speak from the voice of nature. 

S: Because everyone is supposed to obey it. Yes. In other words, the tra¬ 
ditional view means that the natural law speaks to every human being; and 
Rousseau says, as transmitted this kind of natural law does not speak to 
every human being, but speaks only, to quote a phrase of Locke, "to studiers 
of natural law," and therefore it cannot be universally.... Natural law must 
be duly promulgated, that is the traditional phrase. It can not be duly 
promulgated if it requires a high development of reason. Now, how does he 
proceed? He says, one cannot obey this natural law without being a very 
great reasoner, and a profound metaphysician; and a natural law which is 
based on this premise is not good. In other words*, civil society could 
never have been based on natural law, because in that condition in which 
they entered civil society, they could not possibly have been studier3 of 
natural law, great reasoners, profound metaphysicians. 

Before we go on, what Rousseau implies is this, and this will be 
crucial for the understanding of what follows: Rousseau assumes somehow— 
and that will become clearer later on —that men in early times, 

in pre-political times, were most imperfect intellectually; therefore they 
| could not know the natural law. Differently stated, polemically stated, 
jRousseau says the traditional view of natural law presupposes perfect begin- 
I nings. In the theological version, it surely does: the Biblical teaching 
that man was created perfect. The implications natural law is that law which 
must be knowable in the state of nature, prior to civil society. That is, 
as it were, the criterion, a natural law which is knowable within civil 
society, a lav which is knowable only within civil society cannot be the 
natural law. Let us consider the next point. 

"Knowing so little the nature of law, and agreeing so badly 
about the meaning of the word law, it would be very diffi¬ 
cult to agree on a good definition of natural law. Hence 
all those definitions which one finds in the books, apart 
from the fact that they disagree, have this added one that 
they are based on various kinds of knowledge which men do 
not have naturally....” 

So, natural law must be based on natural knowledge, on knowledge 
which man possesses naturally. That was of course granted by the tradi¬ 
tion. But the question is, what does it mean, a knowledge which man pos¬ 
sesses naturally? Let us first try to recognise what he means in the 
se e m in gly abstruse remarks which follow. 'Traditional natural law pre¬ 
supposes that man has knowledge of "advantages of which they could nox 
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even conceive the idea except after having left the state of nature," except 
after having lived in society • 

"One begins by seeking rules of which it would be proper that 
men would agree among themselves for the common good; thaw 
one gives the name of natural law to the collection of these 
rules, without other proof except the good which one finds would 
result from the universal practice of these rules." 

What does he mean by that? One must really know a bit the previous 
discussions to understand that. That is very stenographic. Here I he 

refers clearly to Hobbes, to the Uobbean notion of natural law. According to 
Hobbes, the natural law is a sum or collection of rules guiding us toward 
peace; for example, to be charitable, to be kind, to be grateful and other 

of things. Rousseau says to Hobbes, how can men in the state of nature 
have any i n kl ing of peace, if they have never lived in peace? They lived 
°aly» mi the state of nature, the war of everybody against everybody; how can 
they even t h i nk of another condition, let alone figure out what the univer¬ 
sal conditions of peace would be? There is something implied in qT i these 
things wh ich will gradual ly come to the fore; let us see what that is. 

At the end of the next paragraph, "All we ran see very clearly regard¬ 
ing t his natural law, is that in order to he law, he whom it obliges must be 
able to submit to it with Imowledge...." Very simple thing: natural law must 
be known to be natural law, otherwise it is not natural law; i.e. an unknown 
natu r al law cannot oblige men. In order to oblige mem it must be kaown. But 
Rousseau says this is not enough. It must fulfil also another condition: 

11 ^ addition it is necessary so that it is natural, that ia speaks immediately 
by the voice of nature." If it does not speak immediately by the voice of 
nature, if it requires long chains of reasoning—-as Hobbes' in a way does— 
^ len it is not natural law. How can these poor fellows in the forest develop 
long c hains of reasoning? You see how much Rousseau's whole argument is based 
on a certain notion of the state of nature as undeveloped reason. He 
this somehow for granted. But on this basis, the argument Hah a great sense 
to it. 


All right, let us grant him his point: somehow we need natural law, 
but hitherto there does not exist a true teaching regarding natural law. I/hat 
exis ts now is absolutely imperfect, and chiefly for this reason, the latter 

because traditional plus Hobfaean natural law presupposes a develooment 
of reas on in the pre-political state which is absolutely impossible, natural 
law must speak with the voice of nature, without the help of reason. How, what 
is the conclusion? The next paragraph. So that I have time to catch my breath, 
will you read that. 

A: "Leaving aside then all the scientific books which only teach 

us to 3ee men such as they have made themselves, and meditating 
on the first and most simple operations of the soul, I 

believe that you notice there two principles anterior to reason. 
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of which, one interests us ardently for our own well-being and 
for the conservation of ourselves, and the other inspires in 
us a natural repugnance to see any sensible being perish or suf¬ 
fer, principally our similars. It is from the convergence, 
or the concourse, a pd from the combination that our m i n d is in 
a state to sake of these two principles, without it being nec¬ 
essary to have tnat principle of sociability to enter into it, 
an the rules of natural right seem to me to derive from that; 
rules which reason is subsequently forced to re-establish on 
other foundations, when, by successive developments,..." 

S: "by its successive developments." 

A: "...by its successive developments, it has arrived at stran g ling 

nature." 

3; "To extinguish nature." Good. Row, let us see: we must base natural law 
on the voice of nature. What does this mean? Rousseau says here, by meditat¬ 
ing on the first and. most simple operations of the human soul, we find out 
these things which must have been actual in men at any time and under any 
conditions, ftaagnm'ng in, any oighly developed sense, out of the question; 
but certain things, for example, speaking common-sensically, men have always 
had sense perceptions of trees, of dogs, or whatever was around. 11113 we can 
safely assume. This is an operation of the soul, sense perception. 

Row, Rousseau says he finds two principles. One is self-preservation: 
however stupid and undeveloped man has been, he always wanted to preserve him¬ 
self; and this is loosely intelligible. Tho other one is extremely strange 
Anri will keep us alert for the rest of the course; the other is compassion. 
fcan have simultaneously from the beginning self-preservation and compassion 
with other living beings, but chiefly with his likes, cniefly with men, that 
is to say. Now, this is not quite as sentimental as it may sound—although 
it will prove to be very sentimental. The non—sentimental basis comes to 
si gh t if you th-ink of the following fact: I think even the most extreme 
behaviorist would still today admit that to assume that taere is somet h i n g 
in men related not only to hi a own preservation, but to the preservation oi 
the species is not altogether surprising, I mean, after all, horses do not 
live on horsemeat, lions not on lion's meat and so on; why should it not be 
so arranged that has a certain abh.arran.es against senselessly kil li n g 
, men? That some people, some individuals do have such desires could be traced 
to bad social habitudes, bad education. That is possible. Let us grant for 
the moment that compassion is Rousseau's substitute for men's natural inclina¬ 
tion toward the preservation of the species; but that doesn't dispose of the 
difficulty. Why not? Thi« is a very far-fetched phenomenon which I have in 
mind. What would simple men say? what is the natural provision for the pres¬ 
ervation of the species? Compassion? 

A: No, it would be more interest in the opposite sex. 


3: "flora what? 
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A: Eros. 

S: Procreation, sure. Rousseau is here silent about that; that is very inters 
esting. But why does he neglect this very well-known fact? He gives the rea¬ 
son here; we don't have to speculate when we have the material. 

A: He cooes to it later, but I don't see that it is here. 

S: Here, sure. He says explicitly he wishes to avoid any natural sociability. 
Now, if nan has a natural desire to unite with another human being for the pur¬ 
pose of procreation—and that would somenow involve also the children—if this 
is, say, as important for human constitution as self-preservation, then man is 
- in a way a social animal. In a very rudimentary way, but there is something 
I social about that. That, he wishes to avoid; and therefore this compassion 
; is somehow.,.you know, you don't kill the next fellow for the fun of it, but 
you remain as asocial as you were before. This is the interesting thing. 

Now, why does he do this? 

. A: Isn't it also important there that there are two different intensities? 

! One is an ardent interest for our well-being and the other is just simply 
repugnance. 

S: Very good. That is very sound. In other words, in case of a conflict, 
which has the' right of way? me. Same in Locke, of course: if self-preser¬ 
vation does not come into competition, you will not kill the other fellow. If . 
Yes, that is clear. That is true. Self-preservation is written very big and 
compassion is written much more delicately, there is no question. Yes. 

A: If these two principles amount generally to natural law, then would the 
natural law bind all animals who have these two principles? 

S: No; because natural law proper requires reason. You see, he says, "after 
compassion has lost its power"; it loses its power with society—that we well 
see later—because once society emerges, competition becomes terribly impor¬ 
tant; and competition is incompatible, at least in its more interesting forms, 
with compassion, ana then the voice of nature is stifled by competition; and 
then it is necessazy—because the competitors would act like beasts against 
one another—then it becomes necessary to restore natural law on a rational 
foundation, because now instinct has lost its power. But since reason is of 
course not affected in brutes—I mean lions are under no moral obligation not 
to kill men—one could say there is perhaps a moral obligation on men not to 
kill even lions and tigers just indiscriminately. 

But if society did not destroy compassion in the beasts, then wouldn't 
compassion be there...? 

S: The brutes cannot have society of that particular kind. There we have to 
wait for Rousseau's analysis. 

A: But then they would not have competition, would they, and therefore they 
wouldn't need reason to import to.... 
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S: Yes, it would siaply be impossible; it would be impossible because they 
are incauable of reasoning, Row, I would like first to take one step back 
to intelligible what Rousseau says. Surely Rousseau opposes traditional 
natural law, say that Thomistic natural law w h ic h was maintained in modifica¬ 
tions still at the Protestant universities. I mean, the names which Mr. Butter- 
worth mentioned, Puffendorf and Rolffa, these were people who in a modi¬ 

fied way—modified by Hobbes in some way or the other—transmitted still the 
old teacning. 3ut Hobbes is of course the most important man in this connec¬ 
tion. Dow Hobbes, too, discovered, by medititions on the first motions of the 
soul, two principles most relevant to natural law. vahich were they? 

A; Vanity and fear. 

S: Yes. /"Blackboard/ 7 Let us call it here, Self-preservation and Pride, 
as he onll? it. Row pride covers a very large range of phe no me n a: vanity, 
competition, trying to be superior to others, and to be recognized as superior 
to others, and so on. So, that is viciousness, according to Hobbes. There¬ 
fore a very bad state of nature; because self-preservation, which is not nec¬ 
essarily vicious, but which is also not exactly c har itable—it means me first— 
is enforced by pride. Ana of course the state of nature is most miserable. 
Rousseau's thesis is, self-preservation remains; but pride is replaced by com¬ 
passion. is good by nature, we will see how much this has to oe quali¬ 
fied to correspond to what Rousseau truly meant; but schematically that is 
correct. So there is no evil in men; because after all, there is not h i n g 

jjf you say- two starving men, one wants t hi s last piece of——what it 

it, what they eat? Eorsemeat, probably, not steak—that I want to have. Xt 
is not exactly vicious. But in addition, compassion takes away much from the 
Viaiuhnoaa which self-preservation has. That is a great modification. Whether 
this is a tenable assertion remains to be seen. But let us consider another 
point in the next paragraph. In the next paragraph, Rousseau makes perfectly 
cl ea r that the foundations must be pre—rational. 


Pnd of Side 1. 


3 : ...the sensibility: man not as a rational be in g, but as a sensible being— 
not in the sense of the word, but sensitive. 

Row, X add a few more points and then bring up the key point which X 
have always presupposed hitherto. The basis of the meditation is the reflec¬ 
tion on the most simple operations of the soul. This leads us to the Emile, 
the Emile being a book devoted to education of children, the i nf a n tile mind, 
the most simple operations of the human soul—let us keep it at that—and we 
see from the paragraph after the next that this will be a genetic study. Rot 
only the jjinile, but also, in a different way, the Discour se on the Origin of 
Inequality is a genetic study; in a very simple way: the Emile describes the 
genesis of reason in an individual; and the Discourse describes the genesis 
of reason in the human race. 



Rousseau, 2 


Page 16 


How, first 1 must bring in this more general consideration with which 
some of you will be quite familiar, because I have to mention it in almost 
every course. The premise of the whole thing—and this comes out very clearly 
later on—if you turn to the fifth paragraph of the Discourse proper, I mean 
prior to the first part, you will see the sentence, "The philosophers who have 
examined the foundation of society have all felt the necessity to return to 
i the state of nature, but not one of them has arrived." So, all political 
philosophy, according to Rousseau, is based on an understanding of the state 
of nature; and that, all political philosophers tried to do; none of them 
arrived at that. Now, what about that proposition as a historical assertion? 

A: I think it is true of Aristotle. 

S: Yes, sure; unless you understand the state of nature in a special sense, 
'what does the term state of nature mean? There is no direct Greek equivalent 
of that, but in Latin it is very common: status naturales. Jhat does it mean? 
1 mean, if Aristotle would have spoken Latin, he would have called the state of 
nature the state of the complete development, and the very phrase which Rous¬ 
seau uses as motto, taken from the Politics, has of course this meaning. Since 
Aristotle was a very empirical man, he had of course in mind very empirical 
t h i n gs. Now, if you look at a puppy, newly boro, and after a few months, and 
so following that way, you see a growth curve, / blackboard_7 roughly of this 
kind—I mean, if he is not killed prematurely—he grows; reaches a certain 
state of maturity; and then he goes down, he decays. This is the peak, in 
- Greek alone . That is the perfection of the dog; then he can do everything which 
a dog is capable of doing. Compare the barking of a very young puppy with the 
barking of a mature dog, and you see: the little dog, the puppy is not yet a 
real dog. The same is true of all other beings, other living beings; it is 
even true also of man. Rut in man the thing is complicated by the fact that 
man has two peaks: a bodily peak and a mental peak. You know, a man has his 
bodily peak perhaps very early; his mental peak he will have somewhat later, 
maybe many years later. This makes it more complicated; and that has to do 
that man is a strange animal compared with the others. Good. So, we have: 
the state of nature is the state of perfection; and of course the fact that 
man is bodily perfect—you know, that he could become a marine sergeant—does 
not yet give him all human perfection. So therefore the full human perfection 
'is naturally very rare. But the state of nature was not vised by philosophers 
to speak of; very rarely, occasionally. The term stems, according to my knowl¬ 
edge hitherto, from Christian theology, and we have to turn there to understand 
that. I see we have here a priest who knows these things much better than I 
do, but I will first state what I have understood, and if it is wrong, you 
correct me. Good. 

The Christian teaching as I understood it makes a distinction between 
the state of nature and the state of grace—I omit some complications—and the 
state of nature is subdivided into the state of pure nature and the state of 
corrupt nature. Now, when you read, for example in Fleuxy /"?J7— a famous 
author of the early 17th century—that people in the state of nature do this 
and this, he does not of course mean the savages in the woods; he means non- 
Christians, of course, in civil society. That is the state of nature, and in 
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this particular case even of corrupt nature, but that is not to do.... So, the 
| state of nature has tnis very simple meaning. The subdivision is crucial: 

!pure nature, as man was created; and corrupt nature. But "pure nature" is a 
certain difficulty to which Rousseau later on refers—-he knew the rudiments of 
Christian theology, you can be sure of that—that man never was actually in the 
state of pure nature, because when he was created he had also from the begin¬ 
ning graces higher than natural graces, so that Adam never lived in the state 
of nature proper, but after the fall he lived in the state of corrupt nature. 
Therefore Rousseau is so doubtful whether man ever lived in the state of pure 
nature. Not that he believes the Christian dogma, but he knew these things. 
Now, then Hobbes came; and Hobbes I believe was the first man to introduce the 
term state of nature into rational political philosophy proper. Hobbes spoke 
of the state of nature. He still apologizes for that, at least in the Be Cive . 
In the preface I believe he says, "this state of men which it may be permitted 
to call nature." That was not yet usual at that time. How did he call the 
alternative to the state of nature? The state of civil society. Now if you 
compare these two schemes, I think what happened becomes perfectly clear: 

1 Hobbes abolishes the distinction between pure nature and corrupt nature, at 
1 least in his political philosophy. Hence, I would say, there is no need 
whatever for redemption, for grace: there is no corruption in the state of 
nature, but only—to use John Locke's phrase—inconveniences of the state of 
nature; and these inconveniences are taken care of by simple human government. 
Good. So, Hobbes' teaching of the state of nature is characterized by this 
fact which I mentioned before: in the state of nature man is...no, first, 
the state of nature is pre-social: everyone is controlled by his desire for 
self-preservation and by his desire to lord it over others, pride; no natural 
sociality. Sociality comes in through the contract, through the social con¬ 
tract which establishes society and therewith government; and this contract 
presupposes that men reason and figure out that it is an absurd condition to 
lie each one in a foxhole and to have enemies rust only there, but everywhere: 
each one lying in his foxhole, being the enemy of everyone else; most unpleas- 
f ant condition. Reason dictates to leave that state, and reason also tells men 
what they have to do in order to do it safely. That is the natural law in 
1 Hobbes' sense. 

So here we have a man who is pre-social, but rational; that was the 
I Hobbean teaching. And then Rousseau says as it were to Hobbes, Look: what 
! you say is absurd, because if man is truly pre-social, he must be pre-rational; 
because reasoning, speech, this is. man's sociality. It is therefore necessary 
on the Hobbean basis to abandon Hobbes and to go over to the view that man is 
by nature not only pre-social but also pre-rational. That is Rousseau's begin¬ 
ning, and here I must admit, given the Hobbean premises, Rousseau is right. 

That was prepared already to some extent by hontesquieu, but Rousseau surely 
I drew the conclusion. Whether Hobbes by his inconsistency did not preserve 
, something which Rousseau through his consistency abandons—in other words, 
whether the Hobbean position as a whole is not more reasonable than Rousseau's 
position as a whole—is a different matter. But strictly, since we, 1 think, 
must insist on some logicality, one must admit that Rousseau in this respect 
argues well. 
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A: Isn't that resting on the premise, though, that neither reason nor speech 
is natural to nan, which even Rousseau admits that he can't really demonstrate? 

S: Hobbes still takes for granted the Aristotelian definition, man is a 
rational animal- But one can say Hobbes changes this: he says, Aristotle, you 
are right^ man is a rational a nim al; but you are wrong in saying nan i 3 a social 
animal. He says so. The clearest statement is in the first chapter of the 
■i—trouble with students 1 knowledge of Hobbes is that they mostly 
read certain chapters of the Leviathan; but regarding the fundamental things, 
the I>e Give, which is available in an English translation made under Hobbes' 
supervision—or perhaps even by Hobbes himself, I do not remember exactly— 
but which is of course not so gracefully and powerfully written as the Levia¬ 
than. but one could read it in a pinch; the first chapter of the De Give _I 

tnink everyone can read it at least once in 10 or 15 minutes—is a very reveal¬ 
ing chapter. In a footoote to the second paragraph in the first chapter of 
De_Civ£, Hobbes takes explicitly issue with the Aristotelian definition of man 
as a social ani mal. So, to repeat: Aristotle says man is a rational 
and therefore a social animal; Hobbes says man is a rational animal, but not 
a social animal; and Rousseau takes the last step says, since he is not a 
social animal, he is also not a rational animal. He will say it here, later 
on, next time. Who reads the paper? Hr. Hartman? You will find the passage. 
Vihe tiler that is consistently possible, that is still another matter. We are - 
not yet so far along. *ir. Seltser. 

A: I nave been trying to figure out how some of these considerations are 
related to the Hobbean rejection of teleology, and the so-called epistemolo y 
of knowledge based on human construction. 

S: Well, we will have to take that up sooner or later. But let us for the 
time being only make as it were some holes with wax in them, so that 

we can always remember them and take these up. 

One point I must still mention, and that has something to do with the 
question which you raised. Such questions as what is the nature of man, what 
are the c h a r acteristics of man, what are the properties of man, they are raised 
throughout the tradition, naturally, from its very beginning, and were still 
raised in Rousseau's and Hobbes' times, of course. But a great change took 
place in t h i s respect. For example, in the tradition, they made a distinction 
between the essence of man and properties of man: the essence of is 
rationality, but the property of man is, for example, that he is the 
risibile. the animal w h ic h can laugh. Because whatever dog—lovers may tell 
you, don't believe them when they say dogs laugh; they can look as if they 
laugh, but tney don't laugh. So, it is a property of man. Wow, in a loose 
way of spe aking , you can say all things, also the essence of man, that is a 
property, and forget about these subtle distinctions. I will read to you a 
passage from Hobbes which is in a way an answer to your question. 
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"3y philosophy is understood the knowledge acquired by reason¬ 
ing from the mannar of the generation of anything to the prop¬ 
erties to some possible way of generation of the sane, to the 
end to be able to produce, as far as matter and human force per¬ 
mit, such effects as human life requires." 

' So philosophy, or science, is knowledge of, has to do with the properties of 
things, pTtd in particular of man. But this is here modified: not simply the 
properties. 3y the way, in the Latin translation of this text which Hobbes 
published some years later, he replaces the word "properties" by "effects." 
That is very interesting. The properties are to be understood as effects. 

What does this mean? We have the property, say, laughing: man is the animal 
.which can laugh. You know that. Or to take the famous example which I almost 
forgot, Iloliere's "Imaginary Sick han," "Halade Iaaginaire,” where he ridi¬ 
cules scholasticism and Aristotle by——how does he say?—opium: why does opium 
have th-ia effect of "lajring men sleep? Answer: opium possesses a vis domutiva. 
a power of making men sleep. And terrific laughter, up to the present day. 

But is it so silly as people say? I mean, when you are concerned with using 
opium—a physician or someone else—what is really the key point? The fact 
that opium has this power to sleep. The mere chemical formula of opium, 

the mere generation or genesis of opium is of no interest; the interesting 
thing is that this genesis leads to this result, to the virtus domtivs ; and 
the really enlightening thing is the property, not.the genesis of the properly; 
fll thnn gh in. a secondary way, if you want to have certain things with properties, 
you might be interested in knowing how you can produce it. ihe question, for 
example, of how you can maVo a rcan laugh, how to produce laughter, is thor¬ 
oughly important for these comics on TV and perhaps also for people who have 
to TnaVa after—dinner speeches, and other men. But these latter, of course, 
are not concerned with what produces the possibility of laughter, but only 
what k-ind of thing can produce *iunder certain conditions. I mean, 
why is ninn the only earthly rational being; essentially the only l a ugh i ng and 
weeping earthly being? Thi3 is of course, one can say, the metaphysical and 
interesting question; the secondary, not unimportant but definitely secondary, 

, question of how you can make people laugh—do you see the point? The key 
point is this: on the ha sis of Hobbes—and some other men, of course: Sa l ilao, 
Descartes, and the others; but Hobbes has a particularly neat formula—the 
question of the property of a thing is replaced the question of the gene¬ 
sis of that property. Villa t is laughter means how does laughter some about; 

what is the state, how does the state come about; and so on. The question 
of property is replaced by the question of the genesis. The most important 
subject, of course, is mu is a rational animal. The question which we have 

: to solve on that basis is the genesis of rationality, and this is,to repeat, 

a two-fold question* The first question: how does a human baby—a new-born 
baby, wfrnch in no sense can be said to be an actually rational being—how does 
it become rational? Here is the point. Let me first—remind me of that baby. 

! The genesis of rationality on two levels: in the individual—let us turn to 
the Emile. But of course already Locke's Concerning Human Understanding 

was such an attempt to show the genesis of reasoning out of the mere primary 
sense data which every baby of course already—and the second is the gene¬ 
sis, how did the rational animal, how did the snecies of rational animals 
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t emerge; and how did it change in order to become perfectly rational, so to 
! speak? Very briefly, the one is psychology, in the primary modern sense, and 
, the other is philosophy of history. Philosophy of history tries to follow the 
fate of the human species as a species able to develop reason, a nd how r'*™* 
that he developed reason, and how he developed reason. That is surely what 
Rousseau's philosophy of nistory means. Rousseau doesn't use the word philos¬ 
ophy of history here, but he clearly ha a this in mind, because he says at the 
end, shortly before the beginning of the first part: "Here is your history, 
man." Of course, not the history of any Individual, th en he would have to 
speak of babies and caildren, but of the human species. Let us never forget 
that. 


How, as to the other point: Aristotle, or any certain w-twfl of thinker, 
or any common-sensical man would say, of course in a way a baby is a rational 
animal, poten ti a l ly. A simple man would not know this word potentially, but 
he would say, well, it will become a rational wiring i we don't have to use 
any tools to blow reason into it. It is somehow germinally in it; potentially. 
This is one crucial point. The distinction between potentiality and actuality 
loses its significance in connection with this new development. There is no 
; longer potentiality proper. You have a certain being, a new-born baby, wM i»h 
has these and these characteristics, actual characteristics; for example, he 
: is two-legged already and so on. Good. Out of this actuality you have to 
understand grown-up men; not in the way that there is a tendency towards that, 
but that it is somehow by influences already actually here, pushed there. Bo 
you see the difference? It is of course not feasible in any practice, but the 
te nd ency is there. There is no orderliness of the baby toward the grown-up 
man; hence it is absurd to say this is only, to be a baby or to be a fth*? t a 
means to be prepared for adulthood. It is as perfect, as a baby, as a grown-up 
man is as a grown man. "The century of the child," someone said in our cen¬ 
tury. How the age of infancy or of childhood is as perfect and as self- 
contained as any other age. What Rousseau will do in the Tfa-sia follows from 
that. That is what it me a n s; what teleology or the primacy of property com¬ 
pared with gene r ation means. That is a provisional answer to your question. 

There is one more point which we have to consider very briefly, namely 
the beginning of the Discourse proper. Here in this section on these three 
pages, Rousseau makes it perfectly clear, as nr. Butterworth has brought out, 
that there is of course natural inequality—natural ineoualitv —and political 
or social inequality. What Rousseau says is only this—and that is of course 
of very great importance: there is no essential connection between the two 
frintis inequality; me an i ng , if you were to assume that when you come to any 
society or any institution, that the men who are at the top are invariably the 
best men, you will make very great blunders. I th±nk that one must be very 
simple-minded to believe that, for example, say, as some comedian put it, that 
the best men in society are the senior executives of the biggest corporations, 
the members of Congress, judges; and the worst people are invariably 

those in prison. That is not so simple. There can be people perhaps even in 
prison who can be better than men who are distinguished by social position. I 
hope that this does not create any great.... It is a practical difficulty, but 
theoretically it is very obvious. How, when Rousseau says there is no connection 
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In a way it is common sense; but there is something nore than that. The clas¬ 
sical view was that there should be, the social Inequality, the social hierar- 
chy shoiud correspond to the natural hierarchy. Rousseau as it were gives up 
every hope of that and tries to find the solution of the social problem with¬ 
out that hope. Then, of course the egalitarian solution is the only fine which 
is possible as an alternative. If there is no ghost of a chance that the men 
of virtue will rule, then egalitarianism is the fairest thing. This I mention 
in passing. 

A: Xsn 1 1 the egalitarian regime something 1 1 the mixed regime? 

S: Yes. I am sorry, I must mention only one point, and that is this very 
famous passage where Rousseau says, "let us then begin by ri-igreggT^-iwg all the 
facts," for wh ich ne has been said, look what an ideologist; he throws out all 
the facts, the mere rational construction, then of course the irrational con¬ 
struction. .. . That is of course not what ha means. What does he have in mind? 
I t h i nk you spoke of it, hr. Butterworth. How do you understand that passage? 

A: I see this as being his attempt to stay away from getting himself in 
trouble with Biblical religion. 

S: Yes, exactly. The facts he has in mind are the Biblical facts, no others; 
and therefore he presents his construction, his presentation in the book as 
hypothetical, because he does not wish to contradict the Biblical teaching. 

But tnis is I am sure merely a polemical move. He says at the end of this 
paragraph: 

"Since my subject is of concern to men in general, I will attempt 
to use a language which agrees to all nations; ^""and he mean a of 
course nations Christian or non-Christian_7 or rather, forgetting 
the times and the places in order to think only of the to whom 
I speak, 1 will imagine myself in the lyceum of Athena; repeating 
the lessons of ay masters, having the Platos and Xenocrateses for 
my judges, and the human race as auditor." 

In other words,he wants to put it an a strictly natural basis, on the basis 
free from the acceptance of revelation. I believe there can be no doubt about ' 
it, but this would require a somewhat more detailed discussion. 

How, then, can we summarise? Yes, this point we must state—unfortu¬ 
nately we don 1 1 have time any more today——and this concerns exactly this ques¬ 
tion: why is philosophy of history—because this is a philosophy of history 
that we read in the Second Disco urse— why is this necessary for natural law or 
natural right as Rousseau understands it? The traditional natural law teach¬ 
ing had nothing to do directly with any philosophy of history, at least since 
Rousseau, it is necessarily connected with that. That we mist try to under¬ 
stand. I gave an indication before: the traditional natural law teaching pre¬ 
supposed that man has a perfect beginning; Hobbes, Rousseau and the others— 
Locke, too, of course—deny that man has a perfect beginning, wnrf this is of 
some consequence regarding the content or the substance of natural law. That 
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is a long story, but fortunately we have some time for its study. Here I must 
only assert it; but perhaps I can make it a bit more specific if one of you 
wants to help me by raising a question which will set me going. The subject 
' which I have in mind is generally discussed under this heading: that the 
state of nature of which so much was spoken in the 17 th and 18 th century was 
understood to be a purely hypothetical concept, i.e. it had nothing to do with 
any place in history or with the historical process as a whole, not h i ng ; a pure 
- construction, meaning this: the state of nature is a state which never was 
actual, but construed theoretically as a state in which man had only natural 
rights and duties, and not yet any positive rights or duties; only rights and 
duties stemming from natural law, and none stemming from positive law. How, 
there is some basis for that, for example, Puffendorf does this explicitly; and 
one can also take this passage in Rousseau as presenting this point of view. 

But I do not believe that this is tenable. That some people present it as 
tenable, there is no question; but I do not believe it goes to the root of the 
difficulties. It has to do with this question: the natural law is supposed 
to be obligatory on all men, i.e. to be duly promulgated, and that means that 
men are sufficiently rational from the very beginning. It is therefore con¬ 
nected with the question of the conditions in which man lives and especially 
the question of the beginning. The Biblical view is perfect be ginning s; the 
Plato-Aristotelian view can be stated imperfect beginnings; and generally 
speaking the philosophic view was imperfect beginnings, although there was a 
certain variation: some people described the imperfect beg inning as terribly 
beastly—Eobbean style—and others said, no: gentle, but not very intelligent. 
I think there was always empirical basis from the primitive and savage people 
known: some were beastly and some were gentle. I don't t hink this is an 
issue completely irrelevant to the question of natural law, as can be seen 
from this most general consideration which I can now only indicate. A full 
: development of any concept of natural law requires reflection on the connection 
between the nature of man, surely, first of all on the nature of man, that is 
universally admitted; but also on the connection between the nature of man and 
the whole within which man lives. How, in this area where the connection be¬ 
tween the nature of man and the whole is discussed, these kind of reflections, 
a specimen of which is presented by Rousseau in his Second Discourse, enter. 

‘ One could perhaps say philosophy of history in this sense is a modified form 
of the reflection on the connection between the nature of man and of the 
whole, but this needs indeed a long elaboration, and without some assistance 
or incentive coming from the class I will not continue that now. Yes. 

A: I don't know if this is to your point, but the question I had was, doesn't 
Plato—and other Greek thinkers—speak of an- age of gold, of a golden age; an 
earlier age than.... 

S: Yes, Plato speaks of that. This was a notion developed in popular thought 
by poets, to some extent; but I think one can show that Plato did not accept 
that. I mean, the least modification which he makes is that no development of 
the sciences existed in that golden age. Plato has a number of passages which 
seem to present a kind of beginning not yet a tough beginning, but that does 
not yet mean a perfect beginning; imperfect it always is in Pl&ro. Yes. 


A: The notion of a philosophy of history has a pre-rational condition. 
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S: What does that mean? 

A: Well, the pre-rational beginnings of society; and then they speak of the 
philosophy of history manning a philosophy which is concerned with history, 
which is concerned with something which cannot be articulated as philosophy. 

In other words, there is something present there.... 

S: That is very vague. Let us put it this way: the term philosophy of his¬ 
tory is today common and used therefore in extremely vague senses, and I-Ir. 

McAtee is by no means the only one guilty of that; but if he had been more 
precise,... The term philosophy of history to the best of my knowledge was 
coined by Voltaire at about the time when Rousseau wrote these t h i n gs, and 
Voltaire meant something relatively simple by it, namely a philosophic read¬ 
ing of history books; you know, not merely being impressed by big spectacles 
of great varieties and other explosions, but a thinking study of what has hap¬ 
pened. So, that was a very humble thing. There is no philosophy of history 
in classical antiquity, nor in the Middle Ages. People who have become accus¬ 
tomed to the thought of the concept of philosophy of history can say there is 
always the city of God in the philosophy of history, but this is a very improper 
use of the word; colloquially tolerable, but not exact. This emerged only in . 
the a p d gm centuries perhaps ninQ can say it started with Vico , but surely 
the term is post-Vicoan rU* How shall I state it as simply as possible? Per¬ 
haps in a way, starting off from classical thought: man and the perfection 
of man; and there is nothing arbitrary about that, what the perfection of man 
is. How, can all men reach the perfection of man, the highest perfection? 

The classical answer was no; but the more interesting question then is, can . 
men reach the perfection, even those who are by nature capable of reac hing it, 
everywhere? Answer, no. If people lead such a life like, say, the Eskimoes 
in the north, and the people in central Africa under particularly hot condi¬ 
tions, the chances are much . Moderate climate is important; and 

of course the Mediterranean area was regarded as one of a particularly moderate 
climate; but it is quite interesting that for the classics the local varieties 
were much more interesting than the temporal varieties, ohen Aristotle speaks 
of natural right, for example, he says he means what is right ever ywhere ; he 
does-not say at nil times, because he is more interested in the local varieties 
then the temporal varieties. Could you imagine why? The thought seems to be 
familiar to you. Nothing far-fetched: local variety is observable by every¬ 
one who tries; temporal variety, you have to rely on reports. v.e are so book¬ 
ish, we take knowledge taken from books so much for granted that this differ¬ 
ence is no longer so important for us as it was in Athens. But of course they 
knew also of temporal varieties: Aristotle—and not only he—assumed that 
there are cataclysms, natural catastrophes from time to time which destroy all 
civilization, say kind of floods, like the Biblical floods, which destroy prac¬ 
tically all civilization, and only a few remnants remain; and this takes place 
infinitely often, since the universe is supposed to be eternal. Then there is 
only a relative beginning, because every beginning is preceded by some comple¬ 
tion. In these early stages, after the floods, let us say, or whatever that 
was, in these beginnings,- there cannot be perfection; some time must nave 
passed until men had settled again, led a settled life, ceased to be nomads, 
and had cities of some kind or other; only then could the higher life of men 



Rousseau, 2 


Page 24 


develop again. If you take the alternatives of the classical view in the clas— 

- sicsl view: say, for example the Democritean view, according to which the 
! whole visible universe is temporary, has come into being, will perish again; 

• but then it is understood there vrill be a new universe. You know, you have as 
it were what we call universe; £blackboar d_y and then a destruction of the 
universe and a new universe ad infinitum; here there is a new beginning of the 
whole human race in each case, but of course again an imperfect beg innin g. In 
avi eases, both in the Aristotelian version and in the Democritean version, to 
: take the clearest cases, what they now would call the historical process is an 
infinitely repeated process which has very roughly also the character of the 
development of the individual—in a very rough sense—ascent, peak, decay. 

Now, the entirely different view is the Biblical view. In the Biblical 
view there is a perfect beginning and In addition—that is crucial—a unique 
process; one only one process, leading from Adam to final judgment day, 
happening once never again. The modem philosophies of history, whether 
they are believing ur unbelieving, always take for granted the absolute unicity 
of the process. There is only one. There are some relies of classical thought 
which from time to time reappear; for example in Spengler to some extent, you 
know, each culture develops by itself, and so forth, but this is not character¬ 
istic of the modem tho ug ht in general. Now, in Rousseau there is clearly ■ 
'meant such a unique prooess. This, I would say, is'by no me a n s a sufficient, 
but a necessary condition of the philosophies of history and explains also why 
there cannot be philosopaies of history in classical times: the uniqueness of 
the process. Whether th is is theoretically well-founded in those doctrines 
' wii oh are not based on the Bible is another matter. I c anno t go beyond that 
now, and in addition I think we have already.... Hr. Butterworth? 

A: fray I ask one question? 

S: Yes. 

A: Last tine whan you were speaking of the First Discourse. you mentioned that 
Rousseau’s attack on science is based on a bigger science, so to speak; on a 
larger science. He attacks science from the point of view of this.... 

S: Yes, that is true enough, but.... dill you remind me of that? 
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S: ...I trill say a few things about these peculiar difficulties. One difficulty 
is created by the fact that Rousseau presented his thesis as an answer to the 
question regarding equality. This subject of equality or inequality is in a way 
much less important for the book as a whole than the title would warrant. 

Chiefly the point is—and Rousseau stated it very simply later on in the Social 
Contract: as he stated it here too, but here not without contradiction—sen are 
of course by nature unequal; and the purpose of civil society is precisely to 
substitute conventional equality for natural inequality. Conventional equality 
cleans equality before the law. This is Rousseau's settled opinion. But here 
it is a bit complicated; and perhaps it might have been good if you had limited 
yourself to a discussion of the equality issue in this particular part, you 
know; you re produced in a way the confusing side in Rousseau's argument. 

The second point is of another nature, and this I would say for future 
use as well; that is this: Rousseau wrote of course not in the 20th century. 

The cl i mate of opinion, as they say, was entirely different than today. And 
we have to know that climate of opinion if we want to understand Rousseau prop¬ 
erly. Rousseau does not take issue with, say, present-day positivism or with 
other t h i ng s with which we are familiar today, but with opinions which were 
relevant in his time. Mow, this does not require in itself particular erudition 
because Rousseau engages in explicit polemics, for example, against Hobbes; and 
therefore I would say if one simply limits oneself, after having acquired provi¬ 
sional acquaintance with the argument, to those pages where Rousseau criticises 
Hobbes, one gets an authentic entrance into Rousseau's thought. Where does he 
agree with Hobbes? Where does he disagree with. Hobbes? Then you have a solid 
basis. To take a very simple and crude example, but which is good enough as a 
beginning, Hobbes says that man is bad, man in the state of nature is bad; Rous¬ 
seau says man in the state of nature is good. Surely that needs an interpreta¬ 
tion in both cases, but the fact is undeniable. Hobbes says grown-up man is by 
nature a strong boy, uuer robustus: a boy with the physical power of a grown-up 
man, but he has the mind of a boy, a child. Rousseau questioned that, you remem¬ 
ber? This would also be an entry into the argument, but the difficulty in this 
particular work is that there is also a kind of implicit polemics, in other 
words where one sees not immediately that this is said against a well-known posi¬ 
tion without that position being identified. One point is his argument regard¬ 
ing the Biblical account of men's origins. This is relatively easy to recognize 
for anyone who knows a bit of the Bible, which of course one cannot presuppose 
as available universally today. But there is something else which is wholly 
unrecognizable on the basis of the text, and that is a source deliberately not 
mentioned by Rousseau and very important. It is now a well-known fact; some 
French critic has pointed this out about 60 years ago, although people don't 
usually consider it sufficiently. This source is Lucretius, the Roman poet, 
Epicurean, the fifth book of Lucretius' poem—,/""blackboard^ that is not very 
clear, but I t h i nk you can read it —On the Nature of Things, book 5- Lucretius 
gives there an account of men's origins and of his development; and Rousseau 
has modeled his statement In the whole Discourse. Farts I and II, on Lucretius, 
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but with interesting deviations* In all such proofs of use of sources, the 
least interesting, although the most primary, is of course to prove the depen¬ 
dence. The more interesting question is naturally where he deviates from the 
source; where the peculiarity of the thinker in question will come out. 

I would 'Hire to say southing about his general question. That is nec¬ 
essary and that cannot be seen immediatlly from this book. This is an account 
of the origin of «wn pnH of man's first stage and how he developed from that. 

There is definitely a first stage——this is important —i. e. Rousseau does not 
even discuss the possibility that there might not be a first man . That is the 
Aristotelian view, the eternity of the visible universe. That is cut. Now, 
this is no peculiarity to Rousseau; that is characteristic of all modern 
thought, partly under the influence of the Bible, partly under the influence of 
modern science. That is out. So man has a beginning; there was a first m a n . 

Then the question is what is the status of the first ma n ; was it good, was it 
bad, was it perfect, was it imperfect; and how did it come to present-day men? 
Present-day men meaning here 17th and 18th century men; hut the difference be¬ 
tween 18th and 20th is in this respect not important. Now the alternatives were 
this: either the Biblical account, a perfect beginning and the fall——and there 
are many traces in Rousseau's argument of t h is view: a perfect beginning and a 
fall; and the fall due to fault —but there is also an argument which 

i flatly contradicts it, because Adam, according to the Biblical view, in the Bib¬ 
lical tradition, was created perfect; as a being in full posse s si on of his ra— 

; tionality. What is the characteristic of Rousseau's first man? 

A: Irrational. 

S: Stupid animal, he says somewhere; I do not know where, but Mr. Butterworth, 
you may remember where it was, ”animale stupide." But surely, pre—rational; 
very important. Yes? 

A: Last time in our discussion you said that given the Hobbean premise that the 
original wpti was pre—social, then he must be pre—rational. Could you explain 
that? 

S: Not now. I will gladly do that, but not now. So, in other words, Rousseau 
changes the Biblical.... On the one hand he says it was a wonderful , but 

on the other he says thi a was a stupid animal, sub-rational. And in connec- 
, tion with that, the transition from the original state to the later state is not 
due to human fault, but to necessity; to an accidental necessity, i• e* not the 
' teleological necessity that man had to develop, but something just happened, 
which could as well not have happened,and compelled man to change his character, 
to become a rational animal. Good. 

now, this view that man was not created but had nevertheless a beg innin g 
xs of course much older than Rousseau. I mean, one can say the non—Aristotel i a n s 
of antiquity, especially the Epicureans, held this view; and Lucretius 

developed that. So you don’t have to consult learned books; you just.read the 
fifth book of Lucretius and you get that. But what is the difference between 
Lucretius and Rousseau? That would be interesting. Row, what do people say 
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today who say sum has a beginning, but not a beginning in divine creation; what 
do they say today? You learn this in elementary schools, I believe. There is 
a famous word for that. 

A: Environment? 

S: No. 

A: Evolution? 

S: Evolution, evolution. Nov in Lucretius there is no evolution: all species 
emerged at the same time in the beginning when the earth was formed; some suc¬ 
ceeded in surviving, and others failed to pass the test. Evolution means the 
genesis of a species from another species; nothing of this kind in Lucretius. 

But it was already suggested by an acquaintance of Rousseau, who wrote a bit 
earlier. That was Biderot, a French writer. Biderot had already suggested it, 
and it was developed then in the early 19th century by Lamarque and Darwin. So 
this doesn’t play a particular role in Rousseau’s thought, but he was familiar 
with thi3 notion. This is all we have to say about that. So we have placed 
Rousseau's view in a very general way. 

Now, what is the difference between him and Lucretius which appears here 
where we don't have to look at Biderot? That is this: Lucretius discusses fun¬ 
damentally as Rousseau does the origin and genesis of language. In Rousseau 
there is something in addition, namely the genesis of reason. 1 will briefly 
explain that. According to the Epicurean view, the soul or reason—let us not 
make this distinction now—is a kind of atoms, i.e. the soul is strictly speak¬ 
ing corporeal. There are certain atoms which as atoms are eternal; and the com¬ 
bination of certain atoms brings about a human being, just as other combinations 
bring about a lion or a dog. So one cannot speak of a soul proper, but the soul 
atoms, the bodily soul atoms are as eternal as any other atoms. Now, this was 
completely out in modem times, From the very beginning it was understood that 
the mind or soul, or however you call it, is not corporeal. Even Hobbes admits 
that. That, say, a desire or a sensation is not in itself something bodily was 
admitted in modem times from the very beginning by the materialists. They only 
said, well,these are mere epiphenomena. The real thing is matter and motion; 
and certain compounds of matter under certain conditions are accompanied by sen¬ 
sations, ideas, impressions, or whatever the terms were which were used. But the 
m ain point is there are no reason atoms. And since primarily you have moved mat 
ter or something of this kind, you have to understand reason genetically. Now, 
Rousseau discusses here...on the premise that there were already human beings—I 
mean with the bodily characteristics of human beings and therefore possessing 
sensations and desires— how does reason emerge out of that? This is a bit 
obsuured by the following fact: Rousseau uses frequently the traditional ter¬ 
minology. So he speaks of faculties of the soul, one faculty being reason, and 
then you get this impression, man was from the very beginning a potentially 
rational animal; he had the faculty of reason in a dormant state; and the whole 
process was the actualization of this potency. But the question is whether this 
view of faoulties is legitimate on Rousseau's basis. Now the faculties were 
explicitly rejected by Locke in his Essay Concerning ffnmnn Understanding and, in 
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0119 caE ssy it as follows: there are no faculties. There are only acts; 
an act of sensation, an act of will or what have you. Reason, that was tradition¬ 
ally the faculty of reason, is now the possession of general ideas, as it was 
called. So if you have this brown here ./"points to table_/, that is not a general 
idea. This of course every a n i m al has, or other colors if they don't happen to be 
sensitive to brown as brown; so this is not peculiar. But color, place, space, 
and any other general idea—any other idea which does not have a direct equiva¬ 
lent in sensing—that is reason. There is no faculty of reason, but there is the 
ability, if we use this term in contradistinction to faculty, of having general 
ideas. General ideas cannot be had in any way prior to the development of lan¬ 
guage; and mare tnan a mere sign language—I mean by sign language, say, where 
you have some direct elementary sounds, how, this h as one absolutely decisive 
implication, and it is inf ini tely more interesting than what he explicitly says 
about species in g ener a l of wh i ch man did not loiow the early stage—^there is only 
this oak and that oak; and did n 't have the notion "oak"; in other words, they 
called this "bah" and this "bum;' or what ever they did, but did not have the wit 
to say "oak." This is an oak, this is another oak, this is species; and if we 
say plant, that is the genus. But the most important, in a way,the only important 
idea of which Rousseau does not implicitly speak, but of course he in 

mind, is which idea? Idea is of course a modem term, as here used now; Descartes, 
Locke; we use it still today. Now which is the most important of *11 i dea s not 
simply corresponding to a sense impression? 

A: i»iind? 

S: No. No, out...God, of cotmrse. God would be from tnis point of view a general 

idea. The key point is this—that is of course never stated but it follows abso¬ 

lutely necessarily, more necessarily than the night follows the day—that they can 
not have had any idea of God. You see immediately the radical difference from the 
Biblical view—Adam is unthinkable without the idea of God, if we use This modern 
term of the idea. The same t hing we will see in the Emile: Rousseau's Emile is a 
natural man who will be brought up as a natural man and hence he will not hear of 

God until he is 18; not even h ea r the word. Because that is not an idea which he 

can legitimately fora in his mind, that is the point. So, this g en eral background 
we must have, must understand; that is absolutely necessary. 

Before I turn to hr. Nicgorski's question, is there any question regarding 
this very general point I try to make now? Because without it, one will not under¬ 
stand Rousseau for the simple reason, to repeat, that our climate of opinion, i.e. 
what we learn simply by being dormant, let alone reading a newspaper—which is per- 
naps only a modified form of dormancy—which we know quasi today; do you see that? 
ihsrefore we have to do some work to reconstruct his background, this climate of 
opinion wit ni n whi c h and, if X may say, against which he speaks. Yes. 

A: I noticed Rousseau was very reluctant to use the word "will"; and x sus¬ 
pect would follow necessarily.... 

S: Yes, that is connected with it, because will was traditionally understood as a 
rational desire, and if there is not reason, there cannot be rational desire. 

A: where does he find the inperium for any virtuous life? 



Rousseau, 3 


S: That coxes later. In this part we discuss only the beginning; but we must keep 
this in mind. Mr. Butterworth? 

A: In this part Rousseau does 3 peak of, uses tne term faculty, rational faculty. 
Would you say he is using faculty in an anti-Lockean sense? 

S: No, no. Faculty is used, you can say, always in an anti-Lockean sense. Fac¬ 
ulty always baa an anti-Lockean sense. I do not know present-day psychology text¬ 
books, but I am sure that they would never 3peak of faculty, except loosely; but 
they would never use it as a technical term. But it was a technical term in Aris¬ 
totle, and was linked up absolutely with a potency-act distinction in Aristotle. 

The fight against the faculty psychology played a very great role in modem psy¬ 
chology since the days of Locke. Lxtemally, it has been absolutely victorious. 

I don't suppose anyone speaks today—I mean the so-called scientific psychologists— 
that is out. Since Aristotle was so terribly commonsensical, some of these terms 
are still supported by common sense, and therefore the lapses into that language,... 
In Rousseau that is not a mere lapse; I think that is considered. He says, why 
should I take up all questions at the same time; I leave this . Yes? 

A: The thing is, isn't his holding the faculties, which is what he dees, isn't 
there a possibility to sneak in by this holding the facilities the idea of God? 

S: That is too general;. I don't understand; where are the true faculties? 

A: It seems to me that basic to the setting up of general ideas is a rejection of 
the faculties. Is that right? 

S: No. I mean, that is necessary in order to it 3 tick, to argue it. Alb¬ 
right; now what do you say? 

A; That if you can nmka a case for there being a faculty of reason which develops, 
however slowly, that in the period of the development of the faculty of reason it 
just comes to follow that you get an idea of God. That is sort of natural to 
reason. 


S: But we can only say this—forget about what I say about faculties—primary 
man has not even the possibility of forming a concept like "oak" or "dog," where 
there is some sensible support of it—barking and wagging the tail and what you 
see. There is still les3 the possibility of forming the idea of God. We will see 
more of this when we come to the Smile , isr. Johnson. 

A: I am st ill a little bit confused between the earlier distinction between fac¬ 
ulty and the Lockean alternative. 

S: There are no faculties; there are only acta. In other words, now I see; then 
I desire; then I remember. These follow one another; each is cause in its partic¬ 
ular way; but it does not make sense to speak of faculties for the same reason.... 
Locke—I do not have it here—in the chapter 21 of Book II, a very long chapter 
on power, and a few of these paragraphs deal with the faculty. I suggest you read 
them. What he says is substantially the Holiere story: why does opium sake 
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people sleep? Because of its virtue donnitiva ; the power to cake one sleep. You 
know, it merely explains the sane thing by the sane thing, which is not an explana¬ 
tion. You have to explain the genesis of memory. That is the theory. But to say 
that there is a faculty of memory which becomes actualized in this or that way is 
playing with words. That is the answer: there are only acts. Yes? 

A: When you say that man's power to form general ideas is like that, I can see a 
trace of the idea of faculty there which is just.... 

S: Yes. That is the eternal right of Aristotle, that he is so coainonsensical. 

But from this point of view, on the basis of the new theory, that is impossible. 
What is the equivalent, if we take Rousseau's procedure as an illustration? "He 
has the power to reason" means he has speech, he possesses speech. To understand 
the relation of general ideas to words, end to understand the relation of words 
to the primary ideas, i.e. sense imporessons, that is the theory. Faculties don't 
make sense. Because faculties would be said to be merely repetitious. Bo you 
see? 

A: Yes, and it even seems to me to have a trace of the frigid distinction between 
acts and potency. t 

5: But is it *so frigid? I mean, that is a question. But we are now first trying 
to understand what Rousseau wants without going into the merits. Before we judge 
his wisdom or lack of wisdom, we must first know what he means, isr. Seltzer? 

A: Will you repeat the point you made regarding Biderot? 

S: He was, as far as I know, the first man who suggested evolution in the sense 
of emergence of a species out of other species. 

A: ind does Rousseau follow that? 

S: Yes, I have even the source here. Pensees sur 1*interpretation de la nature. 
Thoughts on the Interpretation of Nature, number 58. whoever has the time may 
look it up. 

How, let us turn.... We have first to settle one thing once for all, and 
that is his remark in the second paragraph of the first part. How, in the second 
half of the first paragraph he says, "without having recourse to the supernatural 
knowledge which we possess on this point," namely on tne status of original man. 

So here he definitely asserts we possess supernatural knowledge on this point, and 
that can only mean accepting the Bible. It has no other meaning. How he says, we 
disregard it because this is a scientific investigation where revelation cannot be 
used. How let us read the second paragraph. 

A: "If we strip this being thus constituted of all the supernatural 

gifts which he may have received,...” 

S: Yes, "he may have." That is an ambiguous term which may mean which it is pos¬ 
sible that he has received, and as a scientist he does not say more; hut it can 
also express a skeptical view. Go on. 
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A: "...and all the artificial faculties....from the hands of nature,..." 

S: And so on. That is what he wants to do. "The hands of nature," and he can 
also say as he said earlier, "as he came out of the hands of the author of nature." 
That is only the theistic expression for the same thing. So, strictly natural 
man; but with the possibility that the Biblical account might be the full and 
true account; but for some reason or other he doesn't take it up here. We have 
seen that there were some references to that same thing before. 

Let us now turn to the end of the first part of the Second Discourse . I 
have only the French edition. Let us not lose time; do you have the last para¬ 
graph of the first part of the Second Discourse? 

A: Page 234. 

"This will be a sufficient apology....facts, which are unknown or 
supposed to be so,...” 

S: Let us stop here. Two facts are given as real and they have to be connected 
by an hypothetical link, what does he mean by that? /Blackboard 7} Two facts: 
here, present-day man; here, original man. What has happened in-between we do 
not know, because tnere are no records of that. But this we can know by this 
meditation on the first motions of the soul of which he had spoken prior. That 
is a fact: natural man was that way which Rousseau presented him. His reserva¬ 
tion in favor of the Biblical report is strictly provisional and due to the fact 
that it could not be said without danger in his time. Yes. 

A: I don't quite get the point. You mean because here he says that the province 
of history connects to that...? 

3: Yes, sure. In other words, these intermediate facts are not altogether hypo¬ 
thetical, but history being not so reliable, this will always remain hypothetical, 
at least earlier stages. The pre-history of man will always remain—and by the 
way it is still hypothetical in spite of all diggings, you know. The really inter¬ 
esting questions are still unclear. Yes? 

A: In the Preface when he talks about the original state of reason, he actually 
say3 perhaps it never did exist. Is that an element of ...? 

S: So, strict Christian orthodoxy. Because what is the Christian teaching? That 
man was, prior to the fall, not only in cures naturalibus. perfectly in his natural 
state, uncorrupted, but in addition he had graces. He had graces; ycu must not 
forget, the degree of knowledge of the Bible and of Christian theology which such 
people like Rousseau had is of course much greater than that of almost any student 
of political science at the University of Chicago now. I mean, however unbeliev- . 
ing.... Hobbes was surely not a believing man, but he knew the Bible practically 
by heart. I mean, he used it for his wicked purposes, but he knew it, how to use 
it. So that is, I think, strictly orthodox. Or am I wrong regarding the Christian 
dogma? I believe not. Isn't that correct what I said? , Good. But I mention this 
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only that we do not get entangled in a non-existent problem, the problem which exists 
only superficially. Now, let us go on here in our survey. Will you turn to the 
be ginning of the first part now; paragraph six. Head that. 

A: "Hobbes contends... .fearful than man in the state of nature." 

S: So here we have a clear issue. A name is mentioned: Hobbes. Ken is by nature 
the opposite of timid-let us say over-bold?—and the others say.... The illustri¬ 
ous philosopher is i-iontescuieu, whom he does not mention by name. I do not know 
the exact...when did hontesquieu die, exactly? He was already dead at that time,... 

A: 1647. 

S: No, no; he died in the '50's, but I do not know when. But Rousseau may have 
written it—that is different from published it—while he was still alive; I don't 
know. So that is a clear issue. How does Rousseau stand? Vie cannot read this very 
long paragraph, but in the second half of it, he says that man is as ferocious as a 
beast in the state of nature. This is only a minor illustration, teat in this par¬ 
ticular case Rousseau agrees more with Hobbes than with the gentle people like hen- 
tesquieu, Cumberland and Puffendorf. Nov, Cumberland and Puff end or f were the first 
men who reacted somehow to Hobbes. Cumberland was English, of course, prA Puffen¬ 
dorf was German. Puffendorf has taken over much of Hobbes' things but mitigated 
them considerably; and Cumberland simply rejects Hobbes, and the influence of Hobbes 
is purely formal. I cannot go into that now. But the point which Rousseau is makj- 
ing here is, man is on the whole in the state of nature better off than in society; 
stronger, healthier, and also the point which he makes in the note, a mp* is not a 
carnivorous a n ima l : look at his teeth and his skin; the orangutangs and other beings 
So man is by nature a rather mild beast, not a rapacious beast. So the state of 
nature is gentle. A bit later he says "if nature has meant us to be healthy, I. 
almost dare / almost J to assert that the state of reflection is a state against 
nature and that man who meditates is a depraved animal." But here one must be care¬ 
ful. Rousseau does not say that. He almost ; and with a condition, if health were 
the superior consideration, bodily fitness, our reason would be simply bad. 

The key point is man is good by nature. But we must understand it properly: 
that does not mean that he is virtuous. He cannot be virtuous because he no 
reason. He is relatively gentle; he is not a rapacious beast; and he does not have 
all the vices which presuppose society. Now, in all these points there is presup¬ 
posed one t h i n g which is crucial and which we must keep in mind. Rousseau tries to 
discover natural man, man in the state of nature, because nature is a standard. 

' This traditional view is accepted by Rousseau; but it undergoes its greatest crisis 
within Rousseau, because this natural man proves to be not a real human being. 
then what is tne use of it? But we cannot understand Rousseau if we do not empha¬ 
size this point. This man by nature is solitary, a-social. Hi a goodness is an 
a-social goodness. We have here a reference; this paragraph which begins, "Let us 
beware of confounding the savage with the man that we have beneath our eyes." 


Rest of the tape lost. The following has been prepared from lecture notes. 
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^""Solitary, indolent, and perpetually...fine and subtle." P. 206, IP 3 j7 

This is a summary of Rousseau regarding the savage can. 

^"""Hitherto I have considered.. .moral side." ?. 207, IP 2.J 

Rousseau now turns to the metaphysical moral in contradistinction to 
the physical. But is this distinction still meaningful in the case of Rousseau? 

The icey point of the paragraph beginning, "Every animal has ideas...", is 
that «*»* is not the rational animal. The essence of man is that he is a free be¬ 
ing. This is not the as Descartes' distinction between extension (body) and 
mind: Descartes draws a from what goes on in our mind and what goes on in 
the body; the two are wholly different. For Rousseau sensation—and formation of 
ideas—is explicable in nwM*h*nic«i terms. Only willing is inexplicable in mechan¬ 
ical terms. TVi-ia la also the starting point of Kant when he deals with practical 
reason: the essence of man becomes will. But how important is free will for Rous¬ 
seau? In the sequel he says freedom of the will as distinguishing man from other 
animals is exposed to certain difficulties. There is another quality which is 
not disputable: the quality of men to perfect themselves. Perfectibility is 
incontestable; that is Rousseau's basis for the distinction. Rousseau calls it 
a distinctive almnst unlimited faculty. This could be called "almost unlim¬ 
ited malleability." 

til other gTi-imnig have specific instincts. Jtian has instincts, but not 
; any specific instincts. 

^""Savage man, left by nature...." P. 209, P 2 J 

This pre—rational maw is formed into a rational man by circumstances, rather 
than by intrinsic tendencies. What is specifically new in Rousseau is reason's 
indebtedness to passion, (iny notion of primitive men about God would be given 
here.) 

^"Whatever moralists hold...." P. 210, P 2^7 

The primacy of reason is replaced by the primacy of passions and needs. 
Primary man hag passions needs which presuppose no ideas, but which are mere 
impulses, for example, hunger. These passions and needs he shares with the 
brutes. What distinguishes man from the brutes is perfectability. 

^”"It would be easy, were it necessary,..." P. 210, P 3^7 

i itarrri an stems from Rousseau at this point: the modes of production change; 

j not by an act of the will, but. by a change in the circumstances. 

^"""But who does not see...." F. 211, P 3, second halfj7 

T>n a passage is developed in the "Reveries d 1 un Seul Promeneur." Self- 
preservation is the characteristic premise of Hobbes, Locke, and Rousseau. The 
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| traditional view—the view underlying Plato and Aristotle, which was developed 
I later—was that there are a number of natural inclinations: self-preservation; 

1 sociality; and the pursuit of wisdom, or the desire for knowledge. Self-preser- 
' vation was the lowest, and the desire for knowledge was the highest. The best 
regime was developed with a view to such a human nature. The modern break came 
when men sought to 'take men as they are." Self-preservation is that which is 
actual in all men, something which is reliable. Rousseau, being a deeper t h i nk er 
f than Hobbes, modified this. He saw that self-preservation could not be the funda- 
! mental thing, and therefore sought the premise of self-preservation. Self-preser¬ 
vation, according to Rousseau, implies toat life as life is sweet. There must be 
some experience of this: the sentiment of existence is the primary feeling, the 
fundamental ph e no me non. (This is the root of modem existent i al i sm; but now the 
sentiment is one of anguish, whereas for Rousseau it was sweet.) The sweet senti¬ 
ment of existence induces us to preserve ourselves. Ve become active, but in this 
activity, we forget or fail to experience this sentiment of existence. The senti¬ 
ment of existence is the feeling of self-sufficiency. In Rousseau it is not in 
the past or in the future: it is all in the present. 

/"""The more we reflect on this subject,..." F. 211, P 3, and following/7 

Here Rousseau makes clear the lack of teleological necessity. The devel- 
'opmsnts have been due to accidents. The genesis of language, which he develops 
! later, is identical with the genesis of reason: ideas cannot be introduced into 
‘ the mind without words. If reason presupposes language, and there is a genesis of 
reason, there must be a genesis of language. 

*> 

Locke's fight is against innate ideas. Contrary to what Descartes thought, 
there are no innate ideas. The idea of God cannot be a s e ns i ble idea; it must 
therefore be a general idea. 

./""But I stop at this point,'..I" P. 219, P 2 . 7 ] 

Mature did not make men sociable; it did not even prepare man's sociability. 
As Hobbes said earlier, nature dissociates. Rousseau's concern about man's asocia- 
; bility has to do with making all obligations dependant on consent. 

Rousseau uses much theological language. It is possible to interpret 
Rousseau's doctrine in a quasi-tneis tic manner, and say that Rousseau gave the 
true theism. The problem is how to account for a just God in an evil world. 
Dissatisfied with the Biblical account, Rousseau explains that man had to be 
that way. 

/"""It appears, at first view,..." P. 221, P 2 \]J 

Rousseau ha s said that man is by nature good; he qualifies that: man is 
by nature neither good nor bad. In primitive man there was no morality or immor¬ 
ality. 

Rousseau says that natural law requires that it be duly promulgated. 

He proves that it could not have been known by men at the beginning. 
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E* Above all, let us not conclude with Hobbes,..." P. 222, P "J 

Hobbes says primitive man is by nature bad. Rousseau says that he is 
neither good not bad; he is pre-morel. 

/"••• Hobbes had seen clearly., .equally false sense .f] 

At issue is the effect of the traditional definition of natural right. 
Rousseau says the fou nd ation of natural law is some tiling which must be effective 
in all men at all times. This is why Houbes found it in a passion. But Hobbes 
drew false conclusions: this primary pre—social mqn < for tht « reason, pre— 
rational. He has a natural desire for self-preservation; but to figure out that 
in order to preserve himself securely he needs society, that this primitive man 
could not have done. 

Hobbes and Rousseau agree that the key phenomenon is self-preservation. 

But Hobbes says, there is another thing: pride, wan not only wants to keep alive, 
but he also wants to be superior to others, wan is by nature bad, and society is 
good, because its function is to keep down bad inclinations. 

For Rousseau here the second consideration is compassion. Natural man 
has no desire to distinguish himself. Therefore is by nature good. Eut this 
is a pre—moral goodness, han is by nature good in this qualified sense. This 
almost automatically means that society is bad. To live in society ma n na to 
develop these meannesses. Therefore men need repressive government. Pride is 
essentially a social t hin g; so Rousseau's natural man does not have it. Pity is 
the sole source of social virtues. Where compassion is in control, there cannot 
be pride. 

/"""It is than certain that compassion...." P. 226, P 2/7 

Love of self, amour propre, is the desire for self-preservation. But mam 
| has also compassion. This leads to a paradox. Rousseau does not wish to have a 
social passion; but on the' other hand, he needs something like it. 

/"...it is this which will always prevent a sturdy savage...if he sees the possi¬ 
bility of providing for Mmaaif by other means 
i Rousseau mo d i f ies the Golden Rule. He says, "Do good to yourself with as 

l littl e evil as possible to others ." So, this goodness of natural ™n is very 
! qualified, vie are shown a little the nastiness of Rousseau. 

For Hobbes the basis of society is sheer calculation. This rational act 
is the sole basis of society. Rousseau says this is not sufficient: we must have 
compassion. It is not an ordering towards society, but it is something wh-i^h 
, enables us to enter society if certain conditions obtain. 

In. the third paragraph from the end of the First Part, Rousseau returns 
to the official subject on which he is supposed to write. The theme which goes 
j through the whole of Rousseau: the perfectibility of men, which is different from 
( the perfectibility of animals. But this perfectibility is due to <~s~i ^nd 

accidental necessity. The transition from the state of nature to society is due 
to accidents. The perfection of humor reason radically differs from, anH is 
incompatible with, the perfection of the species. For this reason, virtue is 
ambiguous in Rousseau. 
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This is the problem in the beginning of the Emile ; maV-ing nan a citizen | 
is incompatible with m a king him a true human being* Rousseau regarded the human J 
problem as insoluble , and these incompatibilities are hi w formula for this insol— ; 
ubility. 


SiifBarT 


Science must be in the service of virtue. There is no supremacy of theoret¬ 
ical reason, as there is in Aristotle, nor may science be in the service of power. 
This view is therefore agai n st Aristotle, Bacon, Hobbes, and Bescartes. 

The difficulty concents virtue; What is it? Virtue can nave an amoral 
me an i ng , whic h Rousseau called goodness, as d jgtingriaVind from virtue. Virtue 
presupposes reason and a sense of duty; it is moral. Virtue is connected with 
reason; goodness is connected with the heart, in contradistinction to reason. Xt 
is spontaneous, natural, i.e. connected with sensibility. 

'Virtue is the requisite for society; Rousseau admits society because he 
admits virtue. But the difficulty is, society cannot solve the problem, 

even aggravates it. 

Rousseau gave rise to many things, amrmg them 1'larz and Freud. i i Iarz thought 
that the perfect solution to the human problem is possible only In and through soci— 
ety. But today, the Angry Young j4en, such as Riesman, etc., show that this does 
not solve the problem. Rousseau rode both herns of the.dilemma: Mvimm social ’ 
improv emen t, the perfection of the species in a democratic republic solves the 
problem for the majority of men:—and does it without psychoanalysis. The few 
individuals who cannot be satisfied with this will find, their satisfaction in 
something transcending society. This is the sentiment of existence, something 
like the "beatific vision." These people live at the margin of society. They 
are the artist and the Bohemian today. In'Reveries d'un Seul Promeneur," Rous¬ 
seau develops this thought- of the sentiment of existence. This sentiment of 
existence is Rousseau's equivalent to the theoretical life in Aristotle. The 
concept of art today is the attempt to find a substitute for something transcend¬ 
ing society as society. 


End of Lecture 
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S: ...I did not quite understand the last sentence, which was very laconic. 

A: Not being able to understand precisely the role which population plays.... 
S: Yes, that I know, but what.... 

A: I thought that there is a real.... Rousseau himself has a real problem, 
in that hia particular feeling that an increased population is good is not 
simply a bow to Biblical morality, nor an agreement with Marxism. 

S: No, as we e^n prove from the Social Contract, there is a chapter.... What 
is the sign of a good government? Increase in population. No, that is clear. 

I liked not only what you said, but also how you said it; the dear 
and emphatic enunciation whi»i is based on some awareness that you must attract 
the attention of...you know, perhaps awaken the slumbering, and which is, I 
think, very good; and you will, I hope, not forget it when you become a 
teacher. Now, the difficulties are absolutely overwhelming and you have 
become aware of many of them. 

Let me say first a word about two questions which were raised, i-lr. 

' Seltzer, regarding the meaning of freedom and the contradictory meanings 
which I could not but reproduce in my chapter on Rousseau, I think I can 
answer this simply: read Social Contract. Book I, Chapter S, and I believe 
it will become clear. In other words, freedom may mean, mere independence, 
in. no way being subject to another man's will; it may also have a somewhat 
different meaning. Good. 

Regarding Mr. Butterworth’s question, "Rousseau attacks science in 
the name of a higher science...." Bid I say that? 

A: Yes, you did. 

S: Yes. Veil, you see, there are many things which you are compelled to 
say and then you have to explain them away. I mean, I believe I know what 
I meant by that,’but let me now for convenience's sake retract to the abso¬ 
lutely safe ground which I took more than once: Rousseau attacks science 
in the name of virtue. Whether this virtue understood is not some higher 
form of science, we will see later. Let us postpone that, if you don't mind. 

A: Could I just ask one question about that? I think what you were trying 
to say was, by the very nature of his reasoning against these things that he 
was using the higher science. 

' S: Yes, it has also something to do with that beatific vision of which our 
friend spoke last time. But that leads us now too far. As for the state¬ 
ment, every useless citizen is a pernicious man, which is preceded I think 
by the remark, some remark about leisure, yes? "Every citizen who does not 
work." 
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A: Yes. ''Inutile" is the word. 

Yes. -h i s has been compacted by Rousseau himself a late? remark about 
nims elf, that he was indeed a useless man, but not for this reason a uerai- 
cious ma n . how tnere are some other points which you raise here, regarding 
what does it mea n , man is by nature good. Of course the first impression is 
simply what we all understand by good; but then Rousseau «u>!»8 clear he ^ nrt 
not have been morally good, what was it? He was free from pride and all 
the other passions which induce men to inflict unnecessary harm on others, 
i Now tins goodness is merely the absence of motives for tijwm*irig unnecessarily. 
I mean, harming where necessary, as we have seen: if he can't preserve him¬ 
self without harming another, he will do it. Then, what would happen to his 
argument ag a i n st Hobbes? Very simply, Hobbes says that man, natural raari 
already t h i s viciousness in himself; and Rousseau says that this viciousness 
has been acquired in societies, not original. So there is difference. 

I me an, if we stick to the simple statement which needs no explanation, pride 
quali f ies self-preservation, according to Hobbes; «md according to Rousseau, 
compassion quali f ies it. That is clearly...if Rousseau is correct, wf»n is 
better .than he is according to Hobbes. 

A: Yes, but • this is the point: in so far as he has to say that wn j g bet¬ 
ter or that man is good, in saying that, he can't wwiyitai-n that statement, 
because he has to say, by good I moan that man.... 

S: Yes, sure, but then you have to take a very broad view, what he is really 
up a ga i ns t. Have you ever read the motto of the Emile from Seneca? "We suf¬ 
fer ±rom curable ills." We suffer from curable ills: curable by VnT»wgw med¬ 
icine, the medicine being politics, of course. Now, all our are curable 
• by political means. That is the meaning of man is good. His -mg are cur¬ 
able by himself. There is no original sin. There is no need for divine 
redemption. That is, I thi nk , the polemical maam'wg of that statement. 

A: But even so, doesn't this t he n also necessarily take the implication 
that there is no original virtue either? 

■ Surely not. Because origi na l sin can only be when man was created per— 

; feet, of course. Let us take the simple scheme, man was created perfect. 

• /Blackboard^/ I will use a "P" here, which here means perfect, not pride. 

And the n there is a fall; and then there is a need *>wd the fact of redemp— . 
tion. Is this clear? This has infinite consequences, also politically. 

And Rousseau is against t hi s whole scheme just as Hobbes was before him. 

But let us d isr egard now what Hobbes did, and look only at Rousseau. Rous— 

1 seau says til i s first, apparently repeating: Man is good at the beginning. 

And then of course there must be something a fall: where should the 
: evil come from? Then he says, he first says,- well, in what sense was he 
good? He was too stupid to be bad. So, number 1. What about the fall? 
in act of the will. No; natural necessity led to it. Bo you see? do 
you. consider the position which Rousseau attacks, his famous formulae : be¬ 
come intelligible as a kind of provisional slogans which have to be trans¬ 
lated into precise l a ngu a ge. Indeed. But one must not become a prisoner of 
slogans. 
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A: | TOvis is what I was...when he starts this argument.... 

S: Read the motto of the Smile, which is unfortunately in Latin, but Nicgorski 
will be glad to translate it for you. "We suffer from curable ills"; and fundamen¬ 
tally because there is a hi ™ aT1 nature. Nature ca nno t be corrupted, there is the 
implication. The difficulties are sometimes simply overwhelming, and one would have 
to write a commentary ten times as long as this Discourse to examine them. By the 
way, *>n’wiHn g of what we are doing here, of course a whole quarter would be barely 
sufficient for a proper study of this Second Discourse . That we cannot afford, i- 
we had to read.... For example in the case of Locke, if we limit ourselves to the 
Second Treatise, one can read this with some care in one quarter. But I would 
tVvinV i p Tnari procedure, because one has also to know the First Treatise; and then 
you have already the problem of how to do so many things in one quarter. Fur. Mor¬ 
rison. 

A: I don't know if Rousseau mentioned this in any way, but it seems to me in view 
of what we were saying before, that it is curious that the apple came off the tree 
of the knowledge of good and evil. That is very interesting. 

3: TVi-i g phrase occurs somewhere? 

A: In the Garden of Lden. 

S; ’Well, "apple" is of course already an interpretation. There is nothing in the 
text of Genesis.... 


A: Whatever it was,... 

S: The fruit. 

A: The fruit came off the tree of good and. evil. 

Si He refers to it? 

A: No. I was wondering if he ever did. 

S: You see what those unfortunate ones who don’t read French cannot do is to read 
the notes which Rousseau appended and which are quite important. Cole has trans¬ 
lated only one or two, I think, which is in itself a sign of insufficient under¬ 
standing, because that is all necessary. First, let me say a few words about what 
you said. Yes, I think this absolutely crucialj that the fall is translated by a 
natural necessity, g^d a non-teleological necessity, as Rousseau ca l ls it; an acci¬ 
dent happened. Now, in this process it is a strictly—I mean if you develop it a 
strictly deterministic process, and one determining factor of the utmost importance 
, is of course tin™or* ignorance. At the foundation of government, that they were so 
!easily cheated by this crooked rich man, that was due to their stupidity, their 
! lack of experience; and also that the mechanism was so insufficient, that it de- 
! graded so easily into despotism, that was due to a lack of experience, but the wis- 
1 dom comes out through necessity. Through the bad experience with despotism, a bet¬ 
ter understanding is forced upon them. Some fellow, say Rousseau, will at a certain 
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moment simply b} the comparison of a less despotic government in Geneva with a 
more despotic government in France, and with some historical Imowledge available 
from classical antiquity, get the notion of how to establish a free government on 
safe grounds. You see, this is due to a complete necessity, but which fundamen¬ 
tally is not a teleological necessity. "It so happened." And then, that men 
think is also a necessity: men having this land of brains, so to speak. This is, 

X think, what he has in mind. 

What you said is absolutely correct; that Rousseau stands between Locke and 
Marx. That is perfectly true. Property—the key notion in Locke—and his inter¬ 
pretation of the genesis of property and of property right is very close to Locke; 
and also to ftarx: and you referred especially to the division of labor. I have 
been accused by a recent book on Rousseau of having overlooked this passage about 
the division of labor, simply because I didn't mention it; but it is surely there, 
and it is very important for the development, because the division of labor is... 
i.e. that nan is no longer, can no longer take care of all his needs, but it be¬ 
comes divided, split, specialized. This, as you know, is one of the m ain points 
of Marx. At the end there will be a restoration of the whole man; every man de¬ 
veloping all faculties. That is surely true. 

| You emphasized rightly his praise of the savages. The explicit teaching of 
; Rousseau is witnout any question in the Discourse that the savage life is the high— 
’ est life, higher than that of *.h~j« first primitive man, and surely higher than 
’ anything coming later; you added wisely we must beware of that. «e will try 
' to do exactly that. The increase of population which creates a great difficulty, 
what does Rousseau mean? The primitive man, healthy beast, procreates consider¬ 
ably, populates the earth; and then this healthy development leads to bad cons*— 
quences. That is, as you see, the historical dialectic: that sound actions do 
not lead to sound consequences, but to unsound consequences, and then on and on 
until the end—say in Rousseau's time—a notion emerges of how one could get the 
state in healthy order. Can you restate your difficulty? 

A: Wo, I think that I recognized that. Namely, tost he recognizes increase as 
a good thing;. that it takes place...it is a sign of the closeness of man to 
the original state, and yet it is from this increase that man leaves that orig¬ 
inal state, and gets set on the path.... 

;5: Yes. In other words, consider also the anti-theological implications: by 
fulfilling the commandment to multiply—I mean, not by any sin, not by the sin of 
eating Mr. Morrison 1 s apple, but by fulfilling the divine commandment, be fruit¬ 
ful and multiply—man destroys . X mean, if we put it 

But Rousseau surely considered that, that is quite true, considered increasing 
population as the only clear sign of good government. For example, that there 
was an increase in population after tne Second World War, compared with the per¬ 
iod of depression, he would say, America was better governed after the Second 
War than under Hoover and/or Roosevelt. You see why X say "and/or" because this 
is s difficult question, when it took place. Good. 

Wow there is one point ia really not very important, it iB just a mat¬ 

ter of gossip, not even higher gossip. What.did you say about poor at. Cole? 
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_/"*Inaudible discussion regarding a point in Cole's translation^ 

At .. .And X t.hinic ne refers to both adjectives of Hides, wealthy but miserable. 

S: Oh, I see; not poor. Thank you. But this is indeed not of decisive impor¬ 
tance. 


So now, we turn first to the beginning of this second part, where Rous¬ 
seau rakes a very strong rhetorical assertion that private property is the basis 
of civil society; which is, of course, the Lockean point: the purpose of gov¬ 
ernment is to protect property. He quotes Locke himself later on explicitly, "le 
sage Locke, * the wise t-nnka , who said what? There cannot be any injustice where 
there is no property. Therefore prior to the establis h m en t of property men could 
do no wrong. But this only in passing. 

In the second paragraph he gives a summary whi c h is of some importance, 
because it is not a mere repetition: it puts the em ph as i s somewhat differently. 

Do you have it? 

A: "Han's first feeling was that of his own existence, and his first 

care that of self-preservation." 

S: "...of its preservation"; or no, of his preservation, but the preservation of 
>vi a existence. First he feels existence as something good, and therefore he is 
yiTimw to preserve it. Yes. 

A: "The produce of the earth furnished... .as soon as it could do 

without her." 

S: Ilow, what strikes you? I mean, we have heard this before, but there is a dif¬ 
ference between this restatement.... 

A: ^Compassion....self-preservation? 

S: Yes, that is very good. X did not even think of it. That is very good, 
because in a writing which Rousseau published a few years after tnat, he prac¬ 
tically does away witn compassion. You know, this was already very dubious here, 
i because we have seen this compassion is not different from what a horse se n ses 
i when it sees a dead body. I mean this is not hing to boast of, and it is not ter¬ 
ribly important, anyway. That is one; but there is something more important: 
the silence about tne cognitive status. He speaks here only of the appetitive 
life of man, not of the cognitive life. Rousseau is not going to describe the 
development of the cognitive side of man. 

A: I he -sm piiag that, wh en he states they produce mere a nimal acts. 

S: Yes, hut this refers all to the drives, to the needs; he does not refer to 
r the cognitive acts. You know, that man has only sensations. How these sensa¬ 
tions develop into something like reason, into general ideas, nothing is said of 
that. Rousseau in a word is not going to describe the genesis of ths idea of gods 
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I end of God. That goes .through the whole thing. That the savages are pagans is 
I not mentioned, only in the footnote; hut everyone knows it, of course. You see 
; that helps a bit for understanding what Rousseau is doing. In the immediate 
sequel, but not in this summary, he says, "Such was the condition of man when 
being bom, wh e« emerging; such was the life of an animal limited to begin with 
to the mere or pure sensations," having no general ideas. 

He describes then the causality very powerfully in the next paragraph, 
which we cannot read. He was forced by accident—that comes in a g ai n . Forcing 
is of course in the old sense of the word unnatural; I mean .Aristotle. ^Black¬ 
board^ Natural is opposed to the violent. The simple case, that is natural. 

You hold an accident against the natural unity, violent accident. Violent does 
1 not moon savage; against nature. So against the nature of man some thing was done; 

J and this molded him. That is the moaning of this whole discussion mere, bet us 
read at the ari ^ of the third paragraph following the paragraph wh ic h was just read. 

A: "Thus the relations which we denote....necessary to his security." 

S: Yes: maehanipul or "machimale <" That is to be taken very literally: he be¬ 
longs to the animal machine; there is nothing spiritual involved. Somewhat fur¬ 
ther on, let us read.. .when he comes to the first great revolution, about two or 
three pages later, "These progresses, these first progresses finally enabled man 
to make still more rapid ones." 

A: "These first advances enabled....source of a thousand quarrels and 

conflicts." 

: S: Stop here and go to the next paragraph where he describes now how the family 
develops. "The sweetest sentiments knoun to man, conjugal love and paternal love." 
That comes only at this particular stage. Vie do not have to read that, but the 
development of amour propre, of this bad kind of self-love, begins to take place 
at this stage. I think we should read the paragraph beginning about a page later, 
"Everything begins to change its look." 

A; "...hen, who have up to now...the common influence of climate.” 

S: Yes; you see the emphasis: the external influences mold man, and mold sen in 
different parts of the globe differently. So by natural causality, quasi-nations 
. emerge. They are not molded by the legislator or founder of the society, but they 
. come into being by sheer natural causation. 

A: Bo you want me to stake the cues in French? 

S: It is not necessary. That is sufficient for our purpose. But we have to come 
now to the more important and crucial passage. This is the state of which Rous¬ 
seau says, "That is the state of the savages known to 18th century Europe," and 
he nV-g of course in .the first place of the North American Indians. What does 
he say about this state in general? We turn to the paragraph beginning, about 
/ two pages later, "But one must observe that the society which has commenced and 
j the relations already established among 1 men, demanded from them qualities differ¬ 
ent from those whic h they in their primitive constitution." Go on, please. 
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A: "Morality began to appear...proper in the new-born state of society." 

S: "La aociete naissante," the society in the process of birth, society being 
born. The pure nature, the pure state of nature is that of the stupid a ni m a l. 

Here this state of the society cooing into being is the state of the savages, of 
which Rousseau always condemned these tribes. Yes. 

A: "Punishments had to be made more severe,...had already suffered from 

diminution,..." 

S: Well, 1 should say so. He must have heard something of scalping. Yes. 

A: "...this period of expansion of the human faculties,..." 

S: "Of development." Why did he translate that? Yes. 

A: "...of development of the human faculties,... .best man could experience;..." 

S: Why does he say that? "The best for man." He dearly says the best for can. 

A: "...so that he can have departed...should never have happened." 

Si Yes, you see; not sin. That I emphasize again. A fatal accident brought 
about the coming degradation. 

A: "The example of savages,...of the species." 

S: Mow, this is a very strong statement. We must take it seriously, surely; we 
cannot dismiss it on the basis of very general impressions that he cannot have 
meant it. The most recent interpretation of Rousseau which I have seen, in Ger¬ 
man, by somsone called £"? Vetcher_7, Rousseau's Political Philosophy . I960. He . 

■ asserts that this is really the statement of Rousseau's opinion; and he blames me 

1 in particular for not haveng made this the center of interpretation. I have recon¬ 
sidered again, but I must still say I believe he is wrong. £ut let us put this on 
fa broad basis. By the way, ha repeats it in the second paragraph after the one 
' | you read, when he says that metallurgy and agriculture have ruined the human race. 

| Metallurgy and agriculture came after the savage state; these were pastoral tribes, 

\or hunters; the youth of the world. So it was bad for the species. Compassion 
was practically destroyed in the later stages whereas here it was only impaired, 
but not yet destroyed. This is the point. How, if this interpretation is cor¬ 
rect, it surely follows, from what Rousseau says in the notes about the savages 
known through the reports of missionaries among other people, that these savages 
were of course pagans. It would surely mean that a certain kind of paganism is 
superior to everything wnich came after. Vetcher does not draw this conclusion, 
but I think he would be compelled to draw it. But let us consider the thesis in 

■ itself. Two or three pages later on, when ha has described the next stage of the 
/ [ early agricultural societies, which are no longer savage, he says—read that, 

"Here all our faculties are developed." They were not yet developed in savage 
society, "memory and imagination." Read that. 
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A: "...memory and imagin ation in full play...point of its perfection." 

S: Stop here. You see, the human faculties are developed. But is an ambig¬ 
uous term: were they fully developed? She answer is no. The esprit—this is not 
simply mind, esprit; it means also most directly in t«>> "spirit." The spirit 
( arrived almost at the term of its perfection. Of reason he does not say that. Be 
says reason ha s been rendered active. However this may be, we return to the con¬ 
sideration of the savages proper. In the stage of the savages, our faculties were 
not yet developed. Obviously; that follows. That takes place only in the agricul¬ 
tural stage. Rousseau says then in plain English, in praising the savages as 
• highl y as he did, the development of our faculties is bad for the human race. 
Obviously; by the simple putting together of two and two, we arrive at this con¬ 
clusion. But how is this compatible with Providence, that we are given certain 
faculties, the development of - is bad for the human race? O ne way out of 

would be to say the development of our faculties is due not to Providence, but to 
sin: man was meant to remain a child. But this is surely not what Rousseau says. 
The development of the faculties was due to accident; to maefrumiaai necessity. 

Still, it is paradoxical that the development of our faculties should as such be 
bad. I have to come back here to a question I raised last time* Is not perhaps 
the root of the difficulty that we speak of faculties? Is there not a concession 
on Rousseau's part to the still—prevailing view that he speaks of the faculties? 

I read to you a passage from a writing of Rousseau's, a letter to the arch- 
biship of Paris, i-ionsieur de Beaumont ^ ^ he wrote in defense of h - *« - 

Emile and his Social Contract. He- says here, to the archbishop: 

"You assume, as do those who treat of these matters, that pm brings 
with h i mself his reason altogether formed; and the only thing which 
is important is that he puts it to work." In other words, ha has a 
fully-developed reason mi? he only to reason to use that reason. 

"This is not true," Rousseau says, "for one of man's acquisitions, 
and even one of the slowest acquisitions, is. reason." 

Reason has to be acquired; 'and this not merely that the actualization of rea¬ 

son, has been acquired, but the faculty of reason itself; the only way of understand¬ 
ing that. So therefore we have to disregard tfat« faculty—language altogether if we 
want to understand what Rousseau is driving at. 

A: would you give us the page to that? 

S: In this edition, the Gamier edition of the Social Contract , page 457. So, in 
other words, if we drop the faculty-langua g e altogether, following Locke, then this 
interpretation would still be correct; Rousseau regarded the savages—you remember 
what he means by savages——the savage life aa the peak of human life; fg*d everything 
since then was a degradation. This could be. What reasons do we have to question 
that view? fir. Kicgorski, has something occurred to you in your reading.? 

A: In the paragraph which immediately follows that paragraph where he says that this 
is the happiest and most stable period for all human beings, he summarizes the char¬ 
acteristics of the savage life; and he does it in such a way that one almost begins 
to think that he me^ns it with some irony. ^Quotes paragraph 2 on page 245, "So 
long as men remained content....pleasures of mutual independent intercourse." 
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S: Well, does this settle it? 

A: No;.... 

S: ...Because s omeo ne could say it is much better to be a free in the forest— 
you know, developing all your faculties, if I may use this language—instead of 
being a half, a quarter, or quintessimal or less man, like these people in civil 
society with our specialised vocation colleges and so on; find not to be dependent 
on these terrible physicians, , lawyers and so. This wouldn't 

settle it. No. 

A: But it raises s question; the tone of the raises a certain question 

whether he would be satisfied with this state. 

5: But he has said it; and to begin with, an explicit and emphatic utterance has 
to be given.. .unless it is contradicted by an equally explicit and emphatic utter¬ 
ance; then we are entitled to raise the question, is this the last word. fx. Schrock. 

A: Could you reformulate the issue between you this German author? 

I S: Is the state of the savages as described the peak of huaan development, as he 
j says, and as Rousseau says here? Or is it not the peak? That is the question. 

! P rimarily he is absolutely right. Rousseau says so. Yes. 

A; Isn't there an important point that in this paragraph that we were reading 
just before "so long as they remained," Rousseau says "this state is the true 
youth of the world"? In Smile he stresses the thing that you have to take youth 
seriously and realize that the state.... 

S: Very good. So, in other words, in an older author, one could say, by using 
the term youth he means of course there is a maturity which is superior to youth. 

In the ease of Rousseau, you cannot do it, because there is no teleology. So, I 
think, up to now, I am absolutely on the side of tx. Vetcher. 

A: There is no teleology; but by saying youth he implies that there is a mr 
which comes after. 

S: Yes; but this man may be inferior. You see, I know very little; and so I look 
I up sometimes commentaries and I learned from a commentary that in earlier times— 

] I don't quite believe it, but there must be something to it—people regarded the 
[Fall, the Autumn, as the nicest time of the year. I myself always felt that way, 
but simply.... Primitive people, you know.... The harvest is of course more sat¬ 
isfactory from every point of view than the sowing. That is a very unpoetic point 
of view, but a very intelligible point of view. And this commentator says, this 
was—referring to a book which I haven't read—this was a prevalent feeling in 
ancient times. Harvest festivals are much more than sheer Spring festivals; and 
j even in this country you get an ides of it very soon. In the 13th century, that 
is asserted, Spring ceme to the fore; and of course all modem poetry, I think, 

1 is characterized by this feeling of Spring. Now, Spring clearly is not the har¬ 
vest. So one could say Spring has received such a good press for the same reason 
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1 for wiiich our century has been called the century of the child. Maturity is dull, 
froa a certain point of view. Good. So, that is ho argument. Up to now Vetcher 
is s til l right. Now, I try to demolish him, if I may; I read to you first a 
i statement from the Social Contract. Book I, Chapter 8, "On the Civil State." Por 
underst an d ing that, it is necessary to have in clearly in that these savages 
lived in a pre-civil state; it is still a modification of the state of nature, in 
! which they lived. Now, what does that have to do with here? 

"This passa g e from the state of nature, or this transition from *>>» 
state of nature, to the civil state produces in a very remark** 
able change, by substituting in his conduct Justice for instinct, 
end giving to his actions the morality which they lacked previously." 

This does not settle it, by any means; one could say, why not instincts Vn glia* then 
justice? 

"Only then, when the voice of duty succeeds to the physical impulse 
and when right succeeds to appetite, man, who till then had only 
regarded him self , sees himself compelled to act on other principles, 
end to consult his reason before listening to h - ! a -irw o ■ 

Although he deprives h imself, in this state, of many advantages 
wh ich he holds from nature, he gains on the other hand so great 
advantages, his faculties exercise themselves develop them¬ 
selves, his ideas extend themselves, sentiments become more 
jnoble, his whole soul rises to that point,-that, if the abuses of 
!this new condition," i.e. of the civil state, "did not degrade 
■him frequently beneath that which he left," i.e. the state of 
nature, "he would have to praise, to bless unceasingly the moment 
which brought him out forever from the state of nature, and which, 
from a stupid and narrow animal, made him an intelligent being 
and a man." 

| In plain English, man in the state of nature is not fully a man, and hence these 
savage societies, the praise of savage society cannot be the last word of Rousseau. 
Read the whole chapter; it is very short, less then one page. There is an indica¬ 
tion to this effect,, by the way, here in the Second Discourse. Where were we 

now, where you read this last? If you read at the end of the second paragraph 
I following that, when he sp e a k s of man misusing faculties which honor him, • Hvi » is 
ian a ll u sion to what is more fully developed in the chapter of the Social Contract 
jl wnich I read to you. So, in o th e r words, Rousseau's praise of the savages is only 
provisional; and 1 believe that this Vetcher himself admits later on. 1 do not 
find it now; it is not important. 

But let us now again look at the context of this crucial passage regarding 
the savages. Do you have that, the key passage where he praises this society so 
ouch, which begins, "But one must observe..." Whoever has it. We have to read 
the seoond half of the preceding paragraph: "This precisely is the grade at which 
were arrived..." 

A: "This is precisely the state reached...and requires civil institutions..." 
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5: Because if you look at the savages^you see that cruelty: the scalping and tor¬ 
menting of prisoners, and the other interesting things. Xou have-to consider 
that. So on. 

4: "...and requires civil institutions...man in his primitive state,..." 

3: The primitive state is the pre-savage state where they err in isolation in the 
forests. 

A: "...aiid he is placed by nature....for injuries received." 

S: Stop here. Here is a praise of the pre-savage man which seems to be as high 
as the praise of savage men. The terms are not exactly the same; but what can be 
better than to be "an equal distance from the stupidity of brutes and the fatal 
enlightenment of civil man—is not that what we all would like to have?—and "lim¬ 
ited by instinct and by reason"? In other words, this primitive man is already an 
actually rational being. flow, this is flatly contradicted by the sequel: this 
praise of early man, of primitive man is flatly contradicted by the praise of the 
savage. Since we see from this.that Rousseau can even in two subsequent paragraphs 
retract what he has most emphatically asserted, we cannot take the fact that Rous¬ 
seau does state his praise of the savages, we cannot take this as demonstrably his 
view merely because he said it. Uas this long sentence intelligible? 1 mean, 
here is a clear emphatic sentence in praise of the savage life. This is not con¬ 
tradicted clearly in the Second Discourse, that is true; but we see in the preced¬ 
ing paragraph another praise;.not-as high,that is true. I mean, he doesn't say 
here that the state of primitive man was the best for man, period, he does not 
say that; but the terms of the praise, that this early man, the primitive man was 
in the right mean between the stupidity of brutes and the unreasonable enlighten¬ 
ment of civilized men; in other words he was truly rational, which is manifestly 
contradicted by the next paragraph, and by the book as a whole. Is my argument 
clear? lie have to consider this context. I would say while Rousseau does not 3av 
in the first para g r aph that primitive man is man in the best state, he suggests it. 
So it is not a contradiction in terms, but a contradiction in fact. 

If we may then assume that the state of savages is not simply the best, we 
I are also entitled to make another qualification, let us grant to Rousseau for one 
I moment that the state of the savages is the best for the species; then the later 
; progress of the individual as distinguished from the species may not merely be an 
J apparent progress. This is another point which indeed is of utmost importance to 
make. For Rousseau the maximum for the species, the ina-rHmnm state for the species, 
is different from the maximum state for the individual; and that is absolutely cru¬ 
cial for Rousseau's whole thinking. It is by no means a paradoxical thought. It 
| is rather commonsensical. Only the way in which Rousseau states it is highly para¬ 
doxical. mr. Reinken. 

A: On the contradiction between the two paragraphs, iir. li'icgorski said 

that there are two observed points; Rousseau talks as if the initial point was 
this primitive state, but as Kicgorski said, indeed the observed initial fact is 
the savage state, and the primitive state which precedes it is found entirely by 
reflection, not by observation. 
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$: There is something to x that; what you say is defensible. .But it is also defens¬ 
ible to say, taking the argument of the Second Discourse as a whole, that the first 
• state is, although inferred, nevertheless known through legitimate inference. When 
| he says two known facts, he doesn't say two facts known by our sense experience. 
Legitimate inference, fsqts known by legitimate inference are also known. 

A: In the be ginn i ng , or at^the en| of the first part, when he speaks of two 3movn 
facts, it appears then that he is speaking of the primitive state as one of them. 

S; Yes, yes. 

V 

i 

a: But at the end of the Second Discourse, he about two observed, the two 

poles of his argument can actually be Observed.... 

S: I don't remember that; but if he that, you are right. 

a: So I almost think that seems to be something of a contradiction or a revision 
to some extent of what he previously said, by substituting the savage state as one 
pole for the primitive state. 

Si Yes, that could very well be. I mean, I have overlooked this later passage. 

If he seys it, then you are absolutely right. Yes? 

A: lie does go out of his way to say that the savage state is observed, in fact 
most savages are in this savage state. 

5: Oh yes, there .is no question that the savage state is observed, but the ques¬ 
tion is whether the primitive state is not kaovn, if not by direct observation, at 
least by a legitimate inference. Yes, iir. Butterworth. 

A: I'm afraid I missed the train on your argument; when you were contrasting the 
last half of the paragraph which precedes the most happy epoch for man, were you 
saying that in that last half of the paragraph he is saying, he was speaking of the 
individual, and in the next paragraph of the species? 

S: So, no. You must not make • Mvirigg core complicated than they are. He speaks 
first—where is this incident?—he speaks first of what he calls somewhere the 
state of pure nature; and that is the man) the pre-social man, alone in the forest. 
And then he speaks of the Bavages; that is also a state of nature. Ravages: the 
state of savagery is praised as the highest state, the youth of the world. That 
is a passage we have already discussed. JSow, he does not use such extreme terms 
of praise when speaking of the first stage; but while not using such terms of praise, 
the description itself suggests the perfect state: an intelligent being in between 
the stupidity of the brutes and the misuse of reason in civilised society, what 
can you have more than that? 

Row, I would like to give you some more evidence, and perhaps, you will 
consider the passage at home. Towards the end of the first part of the Liseourse 
on Inequality . the third paragraph before the end of the first part. Bo you have 
that? tie need only the latter half. "After having shown that the perfectibility ." 
etc. Yes? 



Rousseau, 4 


Page L3 


4: "I must now collect and consider...depraving the species." 

■ S: Yes, stop here. That is the passage which I have in mind, "which might have 
perfected human.... 1 ' You see, when Rousseau speaks here of the perfection of the 
species, that is the first formula he states it in: only an apparent progress of 
: the individual, as distinguished from the species. Now, he uses a more precise 
term: the improvement of reason . The improvement of the species has a certain 
ceiling beyond which it cannot go on; and provisionally Rousseau says this ceiling 
! has been achieved.in savage society* Reason can go beyond that, and must go beyond 
, that. But this is not yet better for the human species. He has formulated what he 
has in mind; because in many respects Rousseau's thoughts were of course not con¬ 
fused, but only the presentation is confusing. There may he an ultimate confusion, 
we must see that; hut in this respect there is no confusion in his mind. I read 
to you again from the letter to the archbishop of Paris, in the same edition, 
page 471: 

"These reflections led me to new investigations on the human mind 
considered in the state of civil society; and I found then that 
’ the development of enlightenment and of vices always takes place 
in the same proportion," i.e. the men become merely degraded in 
/ ' proportion as they become enlightened, "not in the individuals," 

■ ^/. jin the individuals, moral progress may go together with intellect¬ 
ual progress, "but in the peoples:" the peoples become merely 
, degraded by becoming enlightened; not .the individuals, "a distinc- 
! tion which I have always carefully made, and which none of those 
: who have attacked me has been able to understand." 

So; this hasn't changed since. 1 mean, this book—I haven't finished it: X will 
give you a progress report when I am through/—but hitherto I haven't seen that he 
has been aware of the . 

Row, what does he mean by that? Individualism again is a provisional 
expression. He means outstanding individuals, outstanding individuals. Very 
gifted individuals can as individuals reach a stage which peoples can never reach. 
Rousseau was a democrat in a sense, but he was not a simple egalitarian democrat. 
This, I thiwc, must be made clear. I give you two more.... Let me first finish 
this argument; keep in mind what you.... In addition I would say on the basis of 
| mere argument, the quoting of passages, one would of course also have to consider 
i the praise of Geneva in the epistle dedicatory of the Second Discourse ; what he 
' says there in praise of Geneva. I think that is, on the face of it, as high a 
praise of Geneva as the praise of savage society is a praise of savage society. I 
refer you especially to the first paragraph there. 

The question is then,why does Rousseau make this praise, this ultimately 
untenable praise, from his own point of view untenable praise, of savage society 
in this passage? Now, there is first one. reason which is, as I am going to state 
it first, an idiotic reason; but idiotism forms a part of scholarship. If you do 
not know that, you will learn it. 


2nd of Tape Side 1 
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S: ...no use, as can be demonstrated. Lucretius' poem, book V, where he describes 
such a development as Rousseau, with interesting modifications; but schola r s are 
always more interested in proving the borrowing—the cribbing, I hear, is the pres- 
! ent day American term for that: c—r—i—b, is that correct?—and do not consider what 
’they ought to consider also, the differences, which are usually much more enlighten-, 
ing. bo, in Lucretius you have this description, that pre-political, early society 
is a peak of the development of society. So, Rousseau simply imitates Lucretius. 

It is idiotic for this reason, because Lucretius must have had his reasons for fay¬ 
ing so; but that these reasons should be identical with Rousseau's reason is of 
course a begging of the question. One must investigate first. In the case of 
Lucretius, to mention only one thing, it makes very much sense, because Epicurean¬ 
ism was very critical of political society as such. Epicurea nism strictly speaking 
has no political philosophy. Their principle is late beosis : live in retirement; 
do not lead a public life; do not lead a citizen life. But Rousseau was surely a 
political philosopher, so this cannot have the same reason. I said before that 
this praise of savage society is an indirect expression of his break with Christi¬ 
anity. It is one way of saying that a pagan society, these pagan societies were 
much superior to the European societies, to the Christian societies. That, I t hin k, 
is a good point; but it is not sufficient, because for this purpose it would have 
been perfectly sufficient to praise Rome , pagan Rome, which he praises always so 
highly. In our assignment of today there is Cato's praise, as the greatest of all 
men—do you remember -that?—a praise repeated by Rousseau in other writings of his, 
Cato; surely a great man. 

bo, in other words, this motive, while true, does not explain the preference 
given to savages: it would have been satisfied by the preference given to pagan 
Rome. I suggest the following explanation, which is complicated, but I believe it 
is less complicated than the mere text of Rousseau; and to that extent, I beg you 
to listen. Re starts from the goodness of the primitive state—you know, the prim¬ 
itive state, the absolutely pre-social man; not only pre-political, but also pre¬ 
social. In praising this first state, he imitates as it were the Biblical view, 
perfect beginnings: man as he came from the hand* of his Creator was perfect, By 
praising the savages, the later state, he retracts his praise of the beginnings, 
obviously. Still, tivi.«> progress from the early man to the savage could be under¬ 
stood as a development of the faculties, and therefore as a providential develop¬ 
ment. So God did not create man perfect, but he created him so that he could be¬ 
come perfect by hia use and development of his faculties. This would be confirmed 
by the fact that there is a kind of fall after the savages, if you take this lit¬ 
erally; a kind of fall, I mean with the coming of all /c'jt?/ culture. But this kind 
of fall again makes possible the true development of our faculties which had not 
yet tflSfPTs place in this early society; and above all it is not strictly spea k i n g a 
fall, but an accidental mechanical causation as a whole process from the very begin¬ 
ning. Rousseau retracts, in other words—that is my suggestion—by the first step 
the real theology, the teaching of the Bible; and by the second argument he retracts 
the argument taken from a natural theology as it was emerging in Rousseau's time. 

Tfai° would seem to dispose of this difficulty. 

l-ow, let us go on because we have still to cover large giound. Yes, this 
question of rights; this is important. This last state of the state of nature, 
inhere is that, the passage which we have read before; you have this still, nr. Rein¬ 
kin? about where he begins with metallurgy and agriculture. The next paragraph, 
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beginning "From the culture of the lands which followed necessarily their division, 
and from property once recognized, the first rules of justice..." Lo you have that? 

A: "The cultivation of the earth....deducible from the law of nature." 

3: Yes, that is very important. That of course will be explained later. The only 
title to property, natural title to property is labor. Rave you ever heard of this 
before? 


' A: Locke. 

S: Locke, sure; Locke's thesis. Rousseau accepts it, but he qualifies it in an 
interesting way by tne remark, "at least until the next harvest." Strictly spea king 
by tilling the soil you cannot acquire the right to sempiternal possession of that 
lot; only until the next.harvest. This is a new sort of right, as Rousseau says, 
private property; different from that which results from the natural law. -hat 
does the natural law provide? That was stated before by him; in the first para¬ 
graph of this part, when he speaks...these are all common to all men. No private 
property, that is the natural law. The division arises from a new rignt; and now 
Rousseau develops in the sequel the bad moral consequences of that, we will dis¬ 
regard that, and turn to the further.... what happens? Land is appropriated. But 
not equally to all: some will not get anything, because they come too late and the 
land is already staked out by the others. These are then the poor; tne haves and 
the have-nots; and there is a conflict. Let us read that. That's five paragraphs 
after the one we read. 

A: "Thus, as the most powerful...right to the possessions of others..." 

3: No, not misery: "considering their powers or their needs a kind of right to 
what belongs to others." 

a: a kind of of right....battles and bloodshed." 

3: Now, what is the legal description of the situation prior to the establishment 
of civil society? Tie have the right to property, based on labor; the most honest 
title imaginable. But this division of land takes place in a non-legal manner. 1. 
Not illegal, but non-legal. Averyone grabs a piece of land, and then quite a few 
remain without it. The others, the owners have acquired it honestly. They have 
tilled the soil and the forests, and what not; and the others are out. 

what is the status of the others? «eil, they can work for the owners. But maybe 
there are too many; or maybe the owners have large families and many children who 
can do most of the work. hat is the status of the poor? You see, these are the 
primary reasons which in a fully developed form lead of course to something like 
Comm un ism, and therefore it is interesting to study then, nnat is the legal status 
of the have-nots? That is the question. 

A: They are evidently criminals; they are trying to.... 

3: Yes, sure; but that is a question whether they are criminals in that state. 

There is not yet a lav; there is only natural right, what does natural right 
entitle you to? 
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k: i^nough; a sufficiency. 

b: Self-preservation. bo if they cen't get it by begging.... Let us assume the 
whole land is distributed; there are no longer any bananas around which you can 
pick which do not belong to anyone, or acorns for that matter, ind they beg; the 
owners don't give them, what is the situation? They may of course grab it by 
force; end therefore tne formula, when he says here, "making from their forces or 
i their needs a kind of right to what belongs to another." But Rousseau means this: 

1 if this poor fellow, starving, is very week physically, then his whole natural 
right of sell-preservation is of no use whatever, bo, the effective right counter- 
' ing the right of property is the right of the stronger; and the right of the stronger 
[ is here defined, is a right because its basis is the right of self-preservation. 

TMa is, I think, the legal situation as he describes it. and by the way, we under¬ 
stand from here this remark we have described last time, Rousseau's change of the 
sublime moral rule; substitution for the sublime moral rule of a pedestrian but 
more useful rule, as he put it: pursue your own good with the least harm to others. 
Harm you will; but don't harm anyone unnecessarily. And that is what these poor 
' follows are doing. You see also that it is a morally unbearable situation, where 
, two titles which are equally good contradict each other all the time, we need a 
situation where we have a single rule, a non-contradictory rule. 

Low, what happens then? Then the contract. What is the contract? There 
will be now, property will be recognised by all, tne haves and the have-nots; and 
therefore what was hitherto a mere natural right based on work, on labor, is now 
a social right based on universal agreement. 

A: 1 'his does not differ from Locke at all. 

S: So, no. Only, the things which Locke In his very great delicacy soft-pedaled 
are set forth with some tougflness by :lousseau. 

m: In Locke I have the feeling that as soon as someone picks up an acorn from the 
ground , «nd therefore by picking it up, adds bis labor to it, and it 

becomes hia property. Somehow you don't feel that that acorn is property in Rousseau 

S: Oh, sure, that is implied. But it becomes truly property in Rousseau only by 
being swallowed. Because once it has passed this point beyond return, then it is 
appropriated. That is developed by Locke /sic_/ with great clarity. But in Locke 
it is exactly the same situation: self-preservation entitles you to appropriate; 
and the right kind of appropriation is by your labor, not by taking it away from 
others. But if there is a famine, if there is scarcity, what is going to happen 
then? Then according to Locke, although he doesn't stress it, but he indicates it, 
of course he takes it away from others. Only if his self-preservation does not 
come into competition, or however he puts it, with that of someone else. 

i 

Low what happens? ill property is now legalized by a contract, by social 
law. But what does this.mean? It means it is a fraud. Property is bad; the for¬ 
mula of a pupil of Rousseau, Balbert ,/"?_/, in the Fre nch Revolution, who was 
executed by Robespierre for tnat. You know, that was the left-wing from which the 
socialists later came. The principle is here. That was a usurpation, an inevit¬ 
able... because, I mean, people had to live. So they usurped a part of the earth. 
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I mean, they were entitled to do so. But everyone was equally entitled to say, I*m 
going to till this piece of land; I'm going to invest the labor. The question is 
not that labor is the legal title, but the question is who may apply hia labor to 
what. You cannot labor without material. You must have the material first, and 
this is truly the first act of appropriation. So, the conflict is inevitable, and 
the whole act according to Bousseau's description here is a clever, shrewd act on 
-the part of the rich to keep the poor from firing away whay belongs to tnem. The 
connection with harxism is quite obvious. Rousseau will try to modify...that is 
one point why he wrote the Social Contract . Something, a fundamental injustice has 
been committed at the beginning of civil society. Bow we understand that better, 
after having seen what happened, came from private property: there came such iniq¬ 
uities, as they were in Bousseau's eyes, as the feudal order, primogeniture, and 
whatever else, how we know that; and now we are going to suggest at least the 
principles of a just society; and tnat we will do in the Social Contract, but still 
with the understanding—which is made clear in the Social Contract; it is very 
clear in the iiaile- —that law necessarily favors the rich. This cannot be different 
because law must protect property. Hence it protects more those wno have property 
than whose who have not, and it protects more those who have much property than 
those who have less, i>o, in the words of Anatole Prance, the lav forbids with 
equal severity the rich and the poor to sleep under bridges and...what was the 
other? 

A: Steal bread. 

I 3: Steal bread, and .Rousseau admitted that as absolutely necessary and legitimate, 
I but as something at which he shudders. Rousseau was not a socialist, of course; 
but the basic arguments would be used by socialists later. 

Then he develops in the sequel a brief political doctrine proper. To repeat 
the Lockean point: property of a sort precedes civil society; and society is estab¬ 
lished for the protection of that property. But what is the character of civil 
I society, as distinguished from property? And the answer is a contract.. That is the 
|only legitimate way in which a civil society can be founded; the alternatives would 
be force or fraud which cannot be titles, legitimate titles. And paternal authority 
can never give rise to political authority, as Rousseau says, following in the first 
place Locke but also in a way Aristotle. But in this discussion—msy I make only 
'one point?—what he says here is not the teaching of the Social Contract . He makes 
it perfectly clear that the statement here is entirely provisional, and it is based 
,on a doctrine of a dual contract which Rousseau rejects. The doctrine is briefly 
< this: this was the older version of the contract published also, political con¬ 
tract teaching—not very old: I think it was created by a man called Sagamordus, 
a Sp an is h writer, somewhere in the 16th century* The book by hr. Gough J_ ? J —if 
that is the right pronunciation; I have heard both versions—on tne Social Contract 
' is quite useful for this question. This was developed then. This doctrine then 
was also the official teaching in Rousseau's time on the basis of Puffendorf and 
other writers, and Burlamaqui . There is first a contract of union, by 

which the society is established; the social contract proper. Then there comes 
the contract of subjection, by virtue of widen the people establishes a government. 
There is a mutual contract between the government—say the prince—and the people, 
which of course has a great difficulty because there is no one to judge in case of 
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conflict. I mean, there is no Supreme Court, in other words, which settles all 
r conflict between the executive and the legislative. The difficulties which this 
/ creates—because there are two powers, the people anri the government, the 

I prince—induce this great lover of order Anri peace, Thnmaa nobbes, to say there is 
r only a single contract. The social contract is identical with the contract of sub¬ 
jection. People cannot unite into a society meaningfully without subjecting them¬ 
selves to a government. The social contract is a contract of the individuals in 
favor of a third, the prince. They say among themselves, we contract among each 
[ other to be subject to that man, and his family, or whatever it may be. Rousseau 
is of course a lover not only of peace, but also of liberty, and therefore he can- 
. not accept the Bobbean solution. But he accepts the principle of the Hobbean solu¬ 
tion: only one contract. The social contract is a contract of subjection. But to 
whom? Answer: to the people. The individuals surrender all their power to the 
society. The relation between government and people is not a contractual relation. 
The people delegate unilaterally the necessary power to the government; and the gov¬ 
ernors simply become commissioners, commissioned by the people, and have no contract¬ 
ual right, except in a and technical sense, regarding pensions and civil 

1 service, and so an. But surely, no political power. By the way, Locke does, with¬ 
out saying so, exactly the same thing. But Locke doesn't emphasize it. Locke has 
also the single contract. 

A: Don't you think that the principle that there can be no 

me an i ng ful union , without some sort of subjection is probably more consistent with 
classical political philosophy than the solution posed by the dual contract position? 

Si Yes, sure, but in the classical doctrine, they did not contract, were not con¬ 
tractual. Yes, unity of . By the way, if I nay dispose of this 

, Rousseau is sometimes called a totalitarian. In one sense that is true. But 
in the sense in which it is ordinarily meant today it is absolutely wrong. Because 
totalitarianism as it is understood today r,iacn.a of course totalitarianism of govern¬ 
ment; end to this Rousseau was absolutely opposed. What he said in effect mb be 
called totalitarianism of society, of the people, but not of the government. The 
government must remain effectively responsible to the citizen body or else it loses 
j its legitimacy by this very fact, whether this is sufficient is an entirely differ- 
i ent question, but this difference must never be forgotten. In other words, one can 
isay Rousseau did not sufficiently protect society against despotism of the democratic 
; majority; that is a legitimate criticism. But if tne majority would establish a gov¬ 
ernment which is no longer effectively responsible to the citizen body, the majority 
,acts illegally; and the minority which would prevent it has at least as much right 
to revolution as the majority . home one wanted to ask a question. 

A:. You say that Rousseau rejected Hobbes because he loved liberty, but why doesn't 
he reject Locke? 

5: He does so, but here is not the place for that. That he does in the Social Con¬ 
tract. He rejects the whole British system—which he of course preferred to absolute 
monarchy—because it is representative government. This argument, repeated time and 
again up to our days, against the fact that there are politicians who develop an 
interest of their own different from the interest of the people—therefore referenda, 
therefore Gallup polls, and what have you, to keep the representatives in due subjec¬ 
tion to the will of the people—that is the Eousseauan line very roughly. You have 
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heard of this kind of development, I take it. Direct democracy, that is Rousseau's 
demand, and not representative; that is the reason. But by the way, Rousseau.. .one 
must not do him injustice; he was of course free from the follies of the simplistic 
popularists: he knew the government must have very great powers of its own. For 
example, the power of war and peace is entirely with the government; but the legis¬ 
lative power is in the hands of the town meeting, not in the hands of the represent¬ 
atives. But within the law, the government must have a very great power; otherwise 
jit can't take care of the interests of the people. For example, if in 1945 en Amer¬ 
ican President would have said—aithough 9Qfc of the American people said bring the 
boys back—would have said no, I do not bring the boys back, because I have to send 
them away five years later under much more unlavorable conditions, then he would 
have acted according to Rousseau's principles, although not according to the princi¬ 
ples of a simplistic understanding of democracy. Tea. 

a: Ahat if it is more than a majority, where it's a general will that delegates or 
donates the power of a citizen body to the government? 

S: Impossible; it is absolutely illegal. It has no power to do so. In order to 
be legitimate, a government must not take away from any man the power of having a 
say in legislation; therefore the sovereignty of the legislative body must be pre¬ 
served. The exclusion of anyone, not based on precedent, general law, is an act of 
tyranny. 

A; But if they all exclude themselves.... 

S: Stupidity does not make right, as Rousseau says. A stupid act, an idiotic act, 
does not maVa right. In the strict theoretical construction the argument runs as 
follows: right of self-preservation as in nobbea and Locke; the right of self- 
preservation is meaningless if it doesn't include the right to the means of self- 
preservation, for example, of that stick or that gun or that whatever I need to 
defend myself. The rignt to the means of self-preservation includes, according to 
Hobbes, the right to be the sole judge of what are the right means.to my self- 
preservation. I may be a very great fool and therefore pick invariably the wrong 
means, but I have a greater interest in my self-preservation than the greatest 
sage has in mgr self-preservation. Hobbe3 is willing to take that risk, tnat incom¬ 
petent people remain the judges of the means of self-preservation, because he says 
it is in safer hands; they have surely a very powerful interest in their self- 
preservation. But then Hobbes goes on and says, well, but this right of everyone 
to be the sole judge leads to war of everybody against everybody; and therefore the 
need of strong government, transfer of all power to the Leviathan, to the sovereign. 

, How, Rousseau's change is this: he says, what you say, hobbes, leads to 

I the consequence which is undeniable, that you can no longer make a distinction be- 
[ tween tyrannical and non-tyrannical government. That is absolutely true. The 
duty of obedience in Hobbes extends to any Nero, and what Hobbes says in defense of 
it is rather weak. He says, if you don't live at the court of Rome and are not a 
courtier, or something of this kind, you will not have anything to fear; if you 
live outside in the provinces in a small faro, Hero doesn't worry about you. This 
has a certain crude element of truth, but it is obviously insufficient. «-e must 
have a doctrine will permit us to distinguish clearly between tyra nn ical and 
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i non-tyrannical government—that Rousseau admits, and emphasizes—and how can we do 
\it? Rousseau says, this right of myself to remain, to be the judge of the means 
conducive to my self-preservation mu^t be preserved in civil society; 'otherwise 1 
.will surely be tyrannized. That men must remain as free in civil society as there¬ 
tofore, as he puts it, has this precise meaning; tne right to judge of the means 
v of self-preservation must be preserved. How can it be preserved? Answer: ■ every¬ 
one becomes a member of tne sovereign body. The public judgment on the right means 
, of self-preservation are called the laws. The law tells you which means to aelf- 
> preservation are permissible and those which are not. I remain still a judge if I 
• am a member of the sovereign, if my vote counts as much as that of anybody else ’ s. 
That this is not sufficient is obvious; but as a primary statement it makes sense 
to say that no one has to fear being tyrannized if he has the freedom, not only to 
vote, but also to speak in the assembly against the law which he regards as iniqui¬ 
tous. Surely it is not sufficient, and all the real difficulties arise from these 
insufficiencies; and that is developed with great clarity, also the defects are 
developed with great clarity end honesty in the Social Contract , that one must say. 
We will get a specimen of it at the end of the when he gives a summary of the 

argument of the Social Contract s 

There is another pass ge which we should read; vnen he says, "Such was, or 
must have been the origin of society and of laws." 

A: "Such was, or may well have been,...man could escape the yoke,..." 

S: Ifo; "hardly" is a weakening word which doesn't exist in the French. "It was 
no longer possible.” 

A: "...and withdraw his head....only between different communities,..." 

S: Stop here a moment. That is the key point which is implied in what I said be- 
| fore. In Rousseau's view, as already in Hobbes' view, there is a natural right, a 
] natural law; but it becomes completely absorbed by civil law. The natural law doc¬ 
trine of Hobbes leads to this ultimate conclusion: obey the government whatever 
the government may be. This taK.es precedence over all of the /"other?/ laws of 
'nature. In Rousseau it is somewhat different. Rousseau says, in a well-constituted 
society, in a society constituted according to natural law, the appeal to natural 
law is no longer necessary or possible, as a member of a republican free society 
of the Kind described, you have no right and no possibility to appeal from the 
people to a higher law, because that society is establisned according to the higher 
law. The motive for these changes was this: the appeal to higher law is always a 
difficult thing. Arbitrariness cannot be legally avoided. Obviously, someone may 
appeal to higher lav without having a cause of it. If you have some authority 
within civil society which administers the higher law, for example the Supreme 
Court, but that is again then an institution of positive right, with its own laws 
of procedure, and no one can dare say that every holding or even every decision of 
tne Supreme Court is surely the highest piece of justice possible, no one can say 
that. Therefore if it is possible to find a substitute for the trans-legal appeal 
to a higher lew* it would be wonderful; and that is what Rousseau is trying to do. 
Natural law becomes absorbed by the positive law of a properly constituted society. 
This was one of the major practical reasons why natural law ceased to be of the 
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practical importance which it had at the time. The legal positivism of tne 19th 
century is in one way or tne other Rousseauan. The state, as it came to be called 
especially in German political and legal philosophy, makes impossible' and unneces¬ 
sary the appeal from the state to a higher law. 

A: That is a subtle difference in a way from the medieval description of the con¬ 
stituted state in accord with natural law. 

3; Yes, but the crucial point is tne appeal: appeal from positive law to a higher 
law, natural law, legally possible. The net result of Rousseau and everything con¬ 
nected with it is, ho; it is not morally possible. But it is also no longer neces¬ 
sary; that was the comfort. 

A: Isn't it whether it is the well-constituted state; isn't that the crucial ques¬ 
tion? 

S: Surely. Rousseau said a well-constituted society is a society in which the law 
rules; the law, i.e. there is no magistrate whose functions are not defined by law, 
and he becomes simply a criminal by .bo, rule of law; and wnat does 

; rule of law mean? That every man subject to the law has had the opportunity of hav¬ 
ing a say in the making of the law. simply stated: one man, one vote. That is not 
quite literally what Rousseau says, but that is a simple .So, you have 

here a vote. Secondly, the law must be general. There cannot be a law, a law, which 
says, say, hr. Hiller will be deprived of his property, ur. taller can be deprived 
of his property only on the basis of a general law, under wnich he falls; and this 
general law will then—tha* is Rousseau's hope—always be of such a nature tnat it 
can never be merely nr. nillar who will ba deprived, but otner people who will also. 

' The fact that the law is general in its source and general in it* stipulations is, 
according to Rousseau's statement of the Social Contract , tne necessary and suffi¬ 
cient condition of legitimate legality, and therefore you have no right to complain. 
That individual injustices in decisions of lawcourts may occur, there is no guaran¬ 
tee against that in any society, 3ut the principle, that was the point. 

But we have to read on. I hope you left a finger vnere we were, nr. Reinkin. 
"The natural law has its base only among the different societies, where, under the 
name of international law,..." 

A:. "...it was qualified...whole human race in their benevolence." 

f Si So, what does it mean? Sven if you have here this legitimate society defined, 

: then you still have a terrible problem which cannot be solved, and that is that 
' every civil society is a particular society, closed off from other particular soci¬ 
eties. Tuere will be boundaries, well-armed, and what-not. They don't have to be 
iron curtains, but there will be boundaries all right, and therefore there will be 
|wars. There will be something like international law; but international law is the 
! same as natural law, as he put it—Hobbes' thesis again, literally—but this is of 
!course of no great effect because there is no competent judge to decide between two 
:sovereigns; and then it will be the god of battle who will decide controversial 
;issues between them. Humanity simply for man as man will be subordinated absolutely 
; by the large majority of men to patriotism, to the absolutization of their own soci- 
■'ety; and only some, as ae puts it, some great cosmopolitan souls will go beyond 
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these imaginary barriers, meani ng harriers established by convention, by that con¬ 
vention wh ic h in each case establishes this particular society. 4nd if you say 
that is a m i litant application of the social contract, then you say some accidents 
of history by virtue of which this part of the globe belongs to this state and 1 
others...now frequently this depends on the marriages of princes and peace treaties 
and what-not, I don't have to labor that. 

2here is a paragraph to which I must draw your attention, we cannot read 
that any more; it is a paragraph beginning five pages or „o later: "In continuing 
thus to exami ne the facts by right," and so on. There is a long discussion of free- 
! doa again. The net result can be stated as follows; freedom is something higher 
i tnan self-preservation—it is not stated this way, but that is tne meaning. There 
is an obvious link—up between this praise of freedom in the political sense with the 
' reference to freedom when he spoke of tne definition of man. The links are very 
obscure, Dut the fact is undeniable; and it is one of the secrets of modern demo¬ 
cratic "ideology" tnat these two very different meanings of freedom shift into each 
; other. That, if one can say so, the metaphysical freedom of is adduced as an 
' j argum e nt in favor of political freedom, which to many of our contemporaries seems 
. to be absolutely self-evident, but which looked at more closely is not self-evident. 
But Rousseau has very much to do with this, without any question. This paragraph I 
think you should read. There is also a remark from which it appears that ..ousseau 
prefers democracy, as that state of civil society closest to tne state of nature, 
which also should be mentioned. 

There is so much more, and I look from the book at the watch, and from tne 
watch at the book. Tnere is only one point waich I would 1 i to mention briefly, 
about tnree pages before the end, the paragraph beginning, "If this were the place 
to enter, into details, I would easily explain how," and so on. Read in the middle 
of that paragraph, please. "I would observe how this universal desire for reputa¬ 
tion, honors and preferences..." 

A: "I could expla in now much this universal....and a very few good ones." 

5: Let us stop here. In other words, Rousseau says here, that can hardly be exag— 

/ gerated to point that out, that our virtues are also due to the desire for distinc— 
i tion or for glory and honor—the vices too, that is obvious, but also the virtues. 
The motor, as it were, in virtue is the desire for this distinction. Se says also 
. here—that didn't come out in tne translation—"this furor to distinguish oneself, 

! which holds us a lmost always outside of ourself," i,e. not always. The man who is 
! concerned with distinction does not have to be—how do they say?—other—directed. 
ile can very well be self-directed, I ask you to keep tnis in mind, that here is a 
defense, so to speak, of. t lory, wnich seeiss to contradict the bulk of Rousseau's 
work, and especially the Emile . Rousseau's description of this other-directed man, 
as ha is now called, is very powerful and I th-inlr of the greatest importance, not 
only theoretically, or academically, because these notions of the alienated man, and 
so forth, all stem irom here, but because in our society this pii p n ocp non apparently 
t plays a much greater role than in former societies. I mention only one point from 
j the academic discussion •which I find so very revealing, that is the term role . 

'used in present-day sociology. Role, r—o—i—e, which is used all the time, you 
know. ,hen you look at announcements of lectures here, for example, you find that. 




Ftousse u, 4 


Page 23 


2 mean, for example, a man has a role of a father, role of a taxpayer, the role. 

<e are all actors, that is implied; we act all the time, vie are play-acting our 
whole lives. But if someone has a certain interest in his child, takes care of it 
and so on, spanks it, or whatever it may be, this is not acting a role, but being 
*a father. And other things. That everything is tinged by this notion of play¬ 
acting is an absolutely terrible phenomenon today; and the merits of the value-free 
, social science is tnat this value-free use of these terms, like role, prevents abso¬ 
lutely a reflection on their implication, namely that by using role in the sense of 
the psychologists, you say there ia nothing uad with doing nothing but play-acting 
through your life. That is the implication. But this is a very tough value judg¬ 
ment, which—the least I would say—should be examined. But if cannot be examined, 
because we are told by the methodologists these are value-free terms which mean 
nothing except as they define it, which is of course never true, because the defi¬ 
nition cannot kill the connotations which it inevitably has and which are carried 
over from ordinary understanding into scientific understanding, whatever toe method¬ 
ologists may say. Bo, that was a long sermon. Iiext time we will read the first 
part of the Smile. 


I 
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3: ...with which Rousseau begins may only be an initial assertion. In other words, 

the mile may serve the function to overcome that ; we have surely to con¬ 

sider that. She second point which you made is that in a way the Eaile deals, just 
I as the Second Discourse, with the genesis of reason, only here not in the species, 
i but in the individual, how this of course compels us to raise a further question, 
since this question of man's becoming reasonable is ambiguous: does he acquire rea¬ 
son, or is the faculty of reason only actualized? Rousseau speaks all the time here 
ef faculties; and ve have therefore to keep in mind this question which we discussed 
when speaking of the Second Discourse : is this only a conventional and convenient 
way of expressing himself, or does Rousseau still believe that there are faculties 
proper? This much about your paper. 

But first I have to answer your question. You say you are not clear how 
Rousseau's apparent attributing of reason to primitive man squares with his earlier 
denial of understanding in natural man, and for the latter you refer to the first 
part of the Discourse. Obvious, where does he attribute reason to primitive man? 

A: On page 242. 

S: I don't have this text hare. 

A: In that paragraph before which he said the savage state was the best, we read 
it in class, de said ./page 242, paragraph "...nothing is more gentle...ingenu¬ 
ity of civilized man." 

S: Oh yes, we discussed that. 

A: Yes; and I don't see how tnis squares with the earlier quotation. 

3: It doesn't, ourely it is a flat contradiction, but I tried to explain it: that 
is in the context of a whole web of contradictions of which I spoke last time. The 
most jawedlate contradiction is, this statement implies that man's earliest state 
is the best; and half a page later he says the state of tne savage is the best. I 
tried to explain that; I cannot repeat that now, but we will come across equivalent 
problems, and our method of procedure is the same. hr. miller? 

A: About the savage state, doesn't he say who would want to leave it? Doesn't that 
necessarily mean that.... 

S: The early men, the primitive men, also didn't wish to leave it. But some acci¬ 
dents happened which drove him out of this paradise of stupidity. 

A: But lookin£_back filled with nostalgia would not be tne same aa saying it is 
the best.... /Inaudible.,/ ...Perhaps the question doesn't mean anyt h ing since the 
process of leaving it is in some way necessary; accidental, but necessary. 

S; Yes, but still, even it if is so, it could still be important for tne following 
reason: that we must try to approximate it as much as possible on the present level 
and to some extent that is exactly what Rousseau means. Our education, our civil 
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society, our economics should be as close an approximation to the state of nature 
as possible, ue will come to. that. 

But let me begin with a more general remark, nay I mention the fact that 
by some strange accident we read the hmile just 200 years after it was publisned? 

I am quite surprised that there ore no celebrations.—0.* yes, there is one in Ohio 
State, I remember; they have a celebration of Eousseau.— Because both the Bmile and 
the Social Contract, his most famous works, appeared in the same year. This is of 
course entirely irrelevant, but we must sometimes also be so reasonable to say irrel¬ 
evant ies. 

Now, the difficulties which iur. Lane had I suppose quite a few of you will 
also have—surely I had it more than once; I had it again this week-end when I was 
reading Eousseau—that one simply becomes impatient about these terrible contradic¬ 
tions. Although he has a long note about the inevitability of contradictions in 
the second part somewhere, these contradictions which Eire only due to the fact that 
you cannot say all the things at the same time, i.e. you have to use loose language 
frequently in order to get something across, and this leads to contradictions with 
what you say in strict language; this is not the difficulty. But in such a case I 
t h i nk it is good not to throw the Book away, but rather make clear to oneself what 
the substantive difficultiee are./Bow, especially in the i'imile. but also in the 
•other writings, one thing is writ large, and Eousseau is very famous for this: na¬ 
ture is good. But that must be properly understood, because ariatotie too would 
say nature is good, .hat does it mean here? Nature is good means reason is bad; 
it means society is bad—this is one key point of Rousseau's teaching—and therefore 
when Eousseau says man is by nature good, that is nothing peculiar to can; every¬ 
thing natural is good, but the case of man is of course the most interesting./ The 
second element in Eousseau which strikes every reader is hig enthusiasm for democ¬ 
racy, let us say, for political liberty and equality. He is filled with political 
passion; and this is clearly in contradiction with the first item, nature is good, 
society, i.e. also democratic society, is bad. His enthusiasm for the people 
against any ruli n g strata, that is the second point. These are very rhetorically 
presented us, you know, and therefore frequently confusing ./Therefore there is a 
third element which is not rhetorically presented, also not so frequently stated, 
but which gives us for this very reason perhaps a better entrance into Eousseau's 
thougnt, and this is his agreement in principle with Hbbbea. Regarding the funda¬ 
mental issues of natural law, he agrees with Hobbes against the tradition, ihis is 
the third point, and I myself find that if I start from that 1 can find my bearings 
in his thought ./Then there is a fourth point to which he refers frequently, arid 
especially also in the jjjs£QiuLfiLM!8USS& and in the Smile, and that is tne incompat¬ 
ibility of the perfection of the Individual with the perfection of tne species, of 
society, of the people, however he calls it. These four were the massive chunks, 
and if one has understood their relation one can say one hpa understood Eousseau. 

But I believe it is possible to get a unitary view of Eousseau.- It is pos¬ 
sible; and I will also say this general view has been confirmed again by my present 
reading. But I must of course substantiate it. At any rate, prior to any investi¬ 
gation one could say this: it must be possible, starting from any of these four 
items, to deduce from it, as it were, the three other items. Then one ’understands 
the inner connection; and if one has done that, then one has understood Eousseau. 
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3ut that is not easy, and especially when one reads him for the first time; + h?n 
one cannot but be extremely bewildered. But there is also one thing as a correc¬ 
tive to that. Sit back; don't put too strong an emphasis on each individual pas¬ 
sage, but follow the over-all impression. I think that is mr. lane's defect, that 
he did not do that. For example, the over-all impression.. .natural man; os little 
interference with nature as possible. Education must oe negative, as he puts it later 
on. This is a picture which goes throughout the book; the caild should develop by 
kimaglf• This is not altogether possible; there are some interferences necessary, 
but this interference is marg in a l . It is—one can use a very good word for that— 
laissez-faire. It is a strict parallel to Adaia Smith 's no intervention in the eco¬ 
nomic things, also the invisible hand makes, works it; you know, no visible of 
the human governor can do you any good; the same in education. 

Jiow, I do not wish to try to make such a deduction of the three other items 
from any of the four. 1 t h i nk we should turn first to the i*'wi i q and see what we 

understand. . Is that settled? hut it was good that you raised the cues— 

tion, because 1 had overlooked this particular contradiction, but you find on 
almo st every page somet hing which contradicts something he says elsewhere, and one 
has gradually to acquire a sense of what is.... I mean, superficially there are, 

; say, a million contradictions. But when you reflect a bit about it, you see there 
iis a smal l number of contradictions which recurs time and again, say five. I be- 
flieve one can reduce it to four. Then the question becomes immediately more lim¬ 
ited; four contradictions are more easy to solve than a million; and then you have 
to think about that. 

Let us first turn in our usual way to the text, ue don't have to say 
about the Preface, he says on page one, paragraph three, hig procedure follows tue 
way of nature, "la marche de la nature," how nature marches. Generally speaking, 
he says here what he says of all previous political philosophers in tae Second tm*- 
£&UES&» they all had sought natural man, but they have painted civil man. Similarly 
all education hitherto was not an education of natural man, but already of a Tnitr ' 
defaced by society, ne speaks in the Preface of the fact that here he will discuss 
how man as man is to be educated, and that means, of course, that wan at any time, 
any place. This would mean that the education proposed here is of universal awoli- 
cability. Does Rousseau take up this subject again later on in what you read, 
iir. -ane? Is this education in fact possible at all times in all places? 

k; The first stipulation of it is, and that is that the education be good in terms 
of itself. 

S: But it it possible everywhere? Is it universal, strictly speaking? 

A: Not as he gives it, strictly' speaking, no. 

A: He issues sort of a word of caution about the fact that one would have to adapt 
to these particular circumstances the principles.... 

os Yes, but let us look at page 19 in your translation—paragraphs five and six 
there—which is relevant. "The land or country is not indifferent...." Do you have 
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a: "The birthplace is not.... If the inhabitant of a temperate... .France, 

for example, rather than elsewhere." 

S: So, there is no question of universal applicability simply. It is the education 
of man as man; but since it is to be the best education, it should have the best 
material of education, and this best material of education is limited to the tem¬ 
perate zone, which of course doesn't mean that everyone in the temperate zone is 
fit for that education, that goes without saying; but in a general way. ho th-i a 
must be kept in mind. 

Row, let us turn to Book 1. Rousseau begins with a statement we have heard 
i more than once: nature is good because it is created. ..an corrupts everything. 

: That is a thesis which goes throughout Rousseau’s worn. The question only is how 
■ far this is true eventually. I mean, the qualifications do not appear nere. But 
let us not go into that question now; let us say simply tiiat is his 
The question arises on this basis: should man do nothing, since nature is good? 

To whic h Rousseau answers, no; after man corrupted everything, very much every— 
thing depends on what man does do counteract the corruption. The corruption is 
man's fault-—you recognize the theological equivalent: the corruption is man's 
fault—uut it is not amended by God; it can only be amended by man. 1 reneat again 
thit Rousseau's statements become meaningful only when you see them against the 
background of the theological tradition. They are incomplete., but they are very 
easy to fill out because the amount of theological knowledge for doing tnat is not 
very great, mveryone even today can easily acquire it. So, there is a corruption, 
but there is no redemption; the redemption can only be human. Row, let us read 
page 5, bottom, and the note. «e cannot read the whole note. 

a: "Tender, anxious mother,...ere it dies." 

> 

S: No, not "of social convenitons"; "of humsn opinions," ne says. I admit these 
are almost equivalent terms for Rousseau; but tne translator should not take liber¬ 
ties. I mean, "opinions hu m ain es" is as easy to translate from French into English 
as "conventions sociales." >■ In a good society, the translator would receive a pub¬ 
lic sp anking , because there is no excuse for that; but such well-ordered societies 
cannot be expected, because it would require a complete change in the publishing 
business, and this is beyond human power, surely, yeu; continue where you lfft off. 

A: "Tend and water it....it into execution." 

S: Now, read at tne end of the note belonging to that, which begins, "The first 
education undoubtedly belongs to the women.'"’ At the end of th i s note. 


A: "Ambition, avarice, tyranny....that explanation follows." 

S: las, you see, if you read it this way, one can simply say, how touching: the 
harsh fathers and these gentle mothers who can't do wron^. But ne says, well, wait 
for what comes later. So, you can't take this literally. I read to you tne clear¬ 
est statement on this subject which I can remember, and that is in the 
ten fras tii* P'mr'ntj.-Sn. 1 can't find now the numoer; in tne Gamier Edition, page 

202. .someone who has attacked him says that the An-i i a whould serve as guide to the 
fathers and mothers. Rousseau: 
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1"This assertion is not excusable, since I have shown in the Preface, 

1 and sometimes in the book, an entirely different intention. The 
! subject is a new system of education, of which I offar the plan to 
I the examination by the wise and not a method for the mothers and 
! fathers, of which I never thought. If, by a figure of speech 
J which is rather common, I sometimes seemed to address the word to 
/ them, this is, either in order to make myself easier understood, 
or in order to express myself in lesser words." 

1 It is not addressed to the mothers and fathers; keep this in mind. This lure for 
| the mothers can't be taken very seriously. In the same context, by the way, he 
I says, "All this is true, especially of books which are not written for tne people, 

| as mine always have been." Rousseau's books have never been written for the people— 
) here he says it—only for what he calls the sages. 

In the sequel he states this thesis: "i'isn cauld not have been bora grown 
up. He had to be born as a helpless baby." why? Because if he had been bora 
grown up, he would have been absolutely helpless. He would not have had any no¬ 
tions of what to do with his arms and legs, and so on; because this knowledge, 
these ideas are necessarily acquired in a long process; and without the long process 
of experience, you never get these ideas. This is of course an implicit rejection 
of the Biblical notion of an adam created perfect. Let us turn to page 6, para¬ 
graph 3. 


A: "This education comes to us....Thus we are each taught by three masters." 

5: How, one moment. Let us first consider that: what is this relation? .-ui educa¬ 
tion from nature is the inner- development of our faculties and organs. Tne organs 
we understand easily: the liver of a grown-up man is not the liver of a baby, and 
so on; the same is also true of the brain. But what about the faculties? "The use 
one teaches us to make of this development": nature does not teacn us the use to 
make of the development of our faculties, what does this mean? By nature, would 
there be a natural development of the faculties? Or, what is the relation of the 
natural development of the faculties to the natural education proper? I believe 
) one can say this on the basis of what we have read in the Second Discourse : since 
s the development of the faculties presupposes language, and language cannot possibly 
I be acquired except through men talking to the child, the development of reason is 
j necessarily an education of men and not of nature. Nov, the next paragraph. Oh, 

I am very sorry, I made a mistake; I have my notes in some disorder. >.e must read 
the preceding paragraph. 

A: "we are bora weak;...we need reason." 

S: So, we are bora stupid; i.e. we are these stupid animals individually which the 
species was at the beginning. Go on. 1 

A: "All that we lack, at birth,.. .gift of education." 

S: Now, if we take this literally, it means we owe everythihg to education; and in 
a way, of course Rousseau ascribes to education a kind of omnipotence. That would 
be implied in this statement taken in isolation. But he qualifies it immediately: 
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there is a certain education coning; fron nature. This education coning fron nature 
however, is only one part, the meaning of which will he explained in the sequel. 
j.aen„espeaks of three kinds of education and the three kinds of masters. They 
are in contradiction with each other, and this contradiction is to he overcome. 

This passage is written'modeled on a passage in Mcatescuieu' s Spirit of the Laws. 

I an reasonably sure, which I will read you because it is helpful for the under¬ 
standing, although Rousseau states it in different terms. Montesquieu also speaks 
of a three-fold education. Spirit of the Laws. Book XV, Chapter 4: 

"host ancient peoples lived in governments, or under governments 
which had virtue for its principle;"—that is, according to Mon¬ 
tesquieu, the principle of democracy—"and, since virtue was there 
in its force, one did there thirty which we do not Bee any more 
today, and which astonish our little souls. 

"Their education had another advantage over ours; it was never 
denied...."—How du you translate "demantie"? 

A: To say it is a lie. 

S: Let us say "never contradicted." 

* 

"...Spasinondas, in the last year of his life, said, listened, saw, 
did the same things as in the age in which he had begun to become 
instructed. 

"Today, we receive three different or contrary educations; that of 
our fathers, that of our teachers, and that of tne world, what one 
tells us in the last," namely in the world, "subverts all the ideas 
of the two first. This comes, in part, from the contrast which 
exists among us between the obligations of religion and the obliga¬ 
tions of the world; something which the ancients did not know." 

In the world you have to behave like a French nobleman—because he thinks chiefly, 
of course, of the French society—you have to duel, to defend your honor in duels. 
But what you learn in your religious instruction is that homicide is a grave sin: 
contradiction, and other things of the same kind. 

Now, Rousseau thinks of that, although he does not express that here. Let 
us see what is the consequence. There are three kinds of education which contra¬ 
dict each other, and that leads to a non-harmonious personality 1 cs they would say 
today. One must find a unity of this education; and how is this unity to be found? 
/answer: we must organize our human education, and even our education by t h i n gs, 
with a view to the natural education, or to nature. Let us read page 6, the 8th 
paragraph. "What is the end of education?" he asks. 

A: "what is this goal?....of that which is beyond our control," 

8: Vie can control the things to which the child is exposed; we can surely control 
what we do to the child or not; we cannot control the development of nature proper. 
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Therefore this least controllable, I naan that which is not subject to our control, 
becoaas the guide. That is very interesting: it means in a way tne lowest becomes 
the controlling thing because it is not itself controllable. ..cc or dine, to tne 
aristotellan view, the end of education would be taken from the highest, because 
it is intrinsically the highest. but the lowest, let us say the needs of the body— 
because it amounts to that, or is closely connected to that—this is undefeatable 
and especially in a veiy youn^ child, Therefore forget about everything else, and 
attune the other th-iw^ to the lowest and most solid. So, it is absolutely in 
style, what kousseau does here up to this point, but the question of course is, 
wnat is nature. Perhaps this word natura has a sense two ways. One must try to 
fix its meaning, wow let us see: taka the next paragraph. 

A: "Mature, we are told....a man's disposition;..." 

S: "Inclinations," he happens to say here. All right. 

A: "...which conditions....we need say no more." 

S: ?.ead the next paragraph. I made a mistake; this was not necessary, '.his was 
only a polemic against the contemporary. 

A: "<ie ore bora sensitive....conscious of our sensations..." 


1 S: "Become so to speak," he adds. So, in other words, Rousseau never would say 
Ithat children nave consciousness. 


A: "...so to speak of our sensations we tend....warped by our prejudices." 

S: "By our opinions." Xes. 

A: "Before this change they are what I call Nature within us." 

S: Xes; in other words, what is the natural? One can say, wnat is not affected by 
our opinions; these are the primitive dispositions in contradistinction .to any 
social institutions. One can say prejudices, this is an interpretation; but it is 
probably not by accident that Aousseau speaks here of opinions. Xes, hr. duller? 


A: No, I'll ask my question later. 

3: Good. Now, let us see. £Blackboard 7J Here the education is to be emphati- 
ally natural. *Jhc.t does this mean? This is intelligible only if we see as the 
opposite the unnatural education, and,, of course, taat is what Rousseau discusses 
throughout the book. For example, that tne motner does not—what is the nnglisa 
word? 

I 

Jli Nurse. 


3: —nurse her baby is unnatural. And that children are in swaddling clothes, 
that is unnatural. Give the body freedom; that is simple. But Jiousseau has a 
much deeper problem in mind, and this he explains in the sequel, 'i'he natural 
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education is the education which educates a man for himself, in unnatural education 
!is an education which educates him for the others. ~11 the present-day talk about 
the self-directed and other-directed, that all has its root here. Therefore you 
have either to combat the social institution—that is the natural education—or you 
have to combat nature—that is the unnatural education. One cannot do the two 
thingB at the same time. Now, why is this so? Read the following paragraph. 

A: "livery partial society, when it is narrow and well-united, tends to 

withdraw from the large." 

/ 

S: "Alienates itself from the large." Now, the large is the human race, and com¬ 
pared with that, every state, small or great, is a partial society. Go on. 

A: "Ivory patriot is hard towards foreigners: they are only men, they 

are nothing in his eyes. This inconvenience is inevitable, but is 
-weak. The essential thing is to be good to the people with whom one 
lives. Outside, the Spartan is ambitious, avarous, and unjust; but 
disinterest, equity, and concord, reign within his walls, mistrust 
those cosmopolitans who go searching far and wide in their books for 
duties which they disdain to fill towards those around them. Such a 
philosopher loves the Tartars, in order to dispense from loving his 
neighbors;" 

o: That takes too long if you translate. Read it—I am sorry—I will only make 
notes when the translation is really bad. 

a: "The natural man lives for himself;...on the community." 

3: In other words, natural man is a whole, is entire, The citizen is a fraction; 
be is only as a part of the whole. His goodness consists in being a good part. Yes. 

A: "Good social institutions sre those best fitted to make a man unnatural..." 

3: "Denaturer l'homme," make him unnatural; make him dependent on others. 

A: "...to exchange...better his life." 

3: Now he gives a famous ancient story about dedication to the country, to the 
polis, to the fatherland, which we cannot read here. The main point, 1 believe, is 
clear: citize n sh i p is, strictly speaking, an unnatural condition. You can educate 
a child to a citizen—.iou3seau will speak of it—but then he will not be a human 
being proper. He will not be—how would they say today?—an all-rounded personal¬ 

ity. He will be specialized in every respect. He will fulfil a special function 
in society and in a particular society, an American citizen, and not a human being 
in the full sense of the word. That is what he means. Now, let us see on page 8, 
tne third paragraph. 

A: "He who would preserve the supremacy....great middle class." 

3:- No; "un bourgeios." He will be nothing, ne goes on. So, in other words, present- 
day education is an education which doesn't know what it wants. It doesn't make 
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ueu full citizens, and it doesn't nshe then full hen. The objectives t.re necessar¬ 
ily opposed, necessarily opposed. Then he says, if you want to have an example of 
a public education, i.e. education for citizenship, then read 1a Republic; and 
nothin*, could be truer, Tna t is exactly what it is: when you bee one absolutely a 
part of the whole, and you find happiness not in your own happiness, but in tne 
happiness of the polis; and the question of your own happiness must not arise. But 
Jae still greater example, in Rousseau's view, is iycurgus, the famous if mythical 
Spat tan legislator, who has denatured man, and not merely purified bin &g Plato did. 
This^we have to take up later, but we must only hammer in the importance of tnis 
point, how in this book we will see the education not to the citizen, but to the 
man. Let us keep this in mind for the time being. 


There is a passage which I wanted to read, again from the 
jtflSL&SiffiSLr kut it will take us too long. But here in this passage in the 

in a note, Rousseau says, "Patriotism and humanity are 
two virtues ^incompatible in their energy." In a luke-warm form they are compatible, 
but the 100/9 dedication to the fatherland is incompatible with humanity, and the 
dedication to humanity is incompatible with patriotism; and he develoos this, 
jnis passage is of the utmost importance. Sow, why does Rousseau decide against 
Plato or iycurgus? Page 8, the second paragraph from the bottom. 

A: . "The public institute..." 

S: "Public education," ."L 1 institution publique." 

A; "Pu b lic education does not and cannot exist,..." 

S: "Does not exist any more. " "n*exists plus." It has existed. 

A: "...any more, for there.is neither country nor patriot...." 

S: Literally, "there is no longer a fatherland nor can there be any more citizens." 
As Rousseau puts it elsewhere, I forgot where, only bourgeios are possible, not 
citizens. 

"The very words should be struck out of our language...." 

Bi "Of the modern languages," of the modern languages: they had »apning in the 
ancient languages, how, how does he go on? 

Aj "The reason does concern us,...stating it.” 

b: So, what is tnat reason? He hints yery broadly; what does he mean? If you 
look up the passages in the Letters fVm the he states it. 1 cannot read 

this, it is too long. It is in the first letter. Christianity, that is tne point. 
He also indi cates it in the last chapter of the on civil religion. 

Because the two fatherla n ds, the heavenly and the earthly fatherland, do not permit 
absolute dedication to the one earthly fatnerland. 

^ aa ^ a question? You said a moment before there's neither country nor 
patriot; you said there is bourgeoisie, what has Christianity to do with that? 
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3; That belongs together. Rousseau has not developed that, but Kegel did it in a 
way, this connection. We don't have to go into that. The matyi point is this: what 
is the bourgeios? The bourgeios is a man who is the subject of a monarch, and 
doesn't defend his country, because of mercenary armies. Therefore, Hegel can say, 
the bourgeios is characterized by fear of violent death. In other words, what 
Hobbes said of man, Rousseau and Hegel sav of the bourgeios. He doesn't fight; and' 
therefore there is strictly speaking no patriotism there. This is scmehou connected 
j with Christianity in so far as the absolute monarchies were of course monarchies by 
idivine grace, i.e. based on a religious foundation, on a Christian religious founda- 
:tion. 

A: Where are those references which you mentioned? Where does he go into this? 

3: One I remember distinctly is the first Letter from the mountain. Lettres 
Ecrites de la Montagu e. Does he speak there of the difference of citizen and bour¬ 
geios? 

*■: Yes; "But there are no longer citizens, but only frenchman. n 

3: That is something else, jsut where does the clear opposition of citizen and 
bourgeios occur? That I do not remember now, but it stems from Rousseau; this -I 
i know. Of course the harxian use comes directly from Hegel , but flarx gave it a more 
1 specific m eaning in connection with an analysis of the modem economic system. 

'How, read the following paragraph: "There remains finally domestic education, or 
that of nature." 

A: "There remains...of nature;..." 

S: So, in other words, public education is impossible. Ye**. 

A: "...but how will,...progress in this inquiry." 

S: Here he says, perhaps this contradiction between the natural w«n the civil 
man might be overcome. That would of course require a radical change in European 
society; a change which reminds of that brought about by the French Revolution. 

In a future republican secular society, these two non-contradictory objectives 
might be united again, hut this is surely not the last word of Rousseau. while 
ne was in favor of tne secular state, he did not believe that even the secular 
state could solve the problem completely. A fundamental contradiction between 
civil man and natural man r e mai n s. This is developed in the in 

the second book—I do not mow the chapter; I didn't write down the chapter^but it 
is clear that tne denaturalization of man, making man unnatural, is essential for 
_£is becoming a citizen in antiquity or in a modern secular state as well. 3ut still, 
what Rousseau is nevertheless trying to do is this: to maka the contrast between 
/ natural man and civil man less pronounced than it otherwise is. An approximation 
of civil man to natural man ne will attempt. This will become clearer from the 
sequel. Read the beginning of the next paragraph. 

a; %hat must be done...exceptional manl" 
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5: "This rare man,-" "exceptional could mean exceptionally gifted; and we know that 
S a il s is not exceptionally gifted. This will be made clear. 

A: "We can do such...anything being done." 

o: Yes; in other words, the good education is negative education. It is a kind of 
laissez-faire. Now, here we must reflect for one moment about tne difference between 
that and the classical view of education as presented, say, in iuistotle 1 s Politics. 
books 7 and 8, and as in Plato . Tnere is of course something parallel; the words 
are the same: natural, nut for the classics the natural end of man can only be 
reached by tne exercise of reason; whether in education or in economics does not 
make any difference. I-ian is not a plant or a brute, so reason is to control. Hobbes 
says, in effect, reason as such is powerless. The passions must do the trick, and 
tney can do it. I give now a very provisional statement which needs further expla¬ 
nation: the passions oust be good; the play of the passions, their inter-play is 
good. Nature is good in the sense of laissez-faire. Laissez-faire means that the 
play of the passions is good, and the intervention of reason is bad; and whether 
that is education or economics does not m*VfA a fundamental difference. 

A: Kay I ask a general question here? haay of these things seem to be connected 
with Pascal . 1 imagine I see two 

3: Namely? 

A: In the first...when he says that nature is but custom: "Nature, they tell us, 
is only habit." That doesn't seem very plausible that he is only speaking of i-ion- 
sieur Formey. 

3: Yes. Forney: that was a rather insignificant academician in Berlin. 

A: In the first note, where he says in effect that the laws are always concerned 
with property more than with persons, because they have their object as peace, and 
not virtue. So Pascal says that peace ia the sovereign good. Of course that is in 
society, and it is all fundamentally absurd; he very quickly realizes the absurdity 
of.civil society, because it is perfectly irrational, or at least some civil soci¬ 
eties are strictly irrational, a person can become king; but you can't 

question it. If you question it, you shake it all. Or is this...? 

L: I don't quite understand you. Do you mean the question, is there not any rele¬ 
vant relation of Rousseau to Pggg^l? To this I would say I don't think so, for the 
following reason: Pascal was important to Rousseau qua Catholic, i.e. he did not 
need Pascal in particular for knowing the general lines of the Catholic teaching. 

Then we turn to the other consideration which I would submit, which is this: when 
he speaks of his successors to whom he owes something of importance, then the 

name Hobbes we have seen very emphatically. Nov, these points which you make, not 
virtue but peace, is also Hobbes : and that nature is bad. That of course he read 
in Pascal, but he read and neard it also eslewhere: the hew Testament itself. 
Therefore I,don't believe it is very helpful. —— 
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Now, where were we in this passage? Tp repeat, natural education is laissez- 
faire. But of course that cannot be literally true: after all, he does a lot of 
thirds all tne tine, bo, what is the relation of nature and what Rousseau as edu¬ 
cator does? Nature is good and perfect; no intervention. Unfortunately, interven¬ 
tion cooes so easily to man; . nature m ust be protect ed against intervention. Nat¬ 
ural man, if we may say so, would intervene with nature, and therefore something 
must be done to prevent this intervention. A long time ago, I used this formula¬ 
tion, when one speaks of the invisible hand in Adam Smith: I said that is right, 
but not complete: the true economic system requires theinvisible hand plus Adam 
Smith. If people hadn't learned from Adam Smith, they would never get by nature 
the natural system. Same here: nature plus Rousseau as the protector of nature; 

I otherwise natural education will not come about naturally. Nature must be protected, 
just as the economic system in the Smit hi a n sense needs of course protection in 
order to function. There must be laws regarding fraud and theft and some other 
things; otherwise it wouldn't work—-and b ankr uptcy, of course. 

Later on, on page 10 in the second half of the second paragraph, he speaks 
of a further reason why it is necessary to have such an education: not for this or 
that job, profession, social status, but an education of man as man because of the 
enormous social mobility. The son of a French nobleman can no longer have servants; 
he won't have that castle or that manor. In other words, some revolution is in the 
offing—Rousseau h*a given other indications of this appre h e n sion or hope, whatever 
it was—and we link this up with what was said before. If there should be a revo' l ~- 
tion, it might be possible to bring about a more natural life of m a n k i nd than th 
existed before. For example, take very simple thing s: you had these famous wij* ■ 
in the 18 ta century, you know, end with the French Revolution they ^simply disap¬ 
peared; rnsr ' grew their beards naturally.* Compare any famous man of the 19th ce* 
tury, the photo, with that of famous men of the 18th century. 19th century men 
bearded men; the 18th century men are.... That this of course can never be thou^ 
through is obvious, because even in the 19th century, where they tried to be nat¬ 
ural, they still cut their nails, and 100$ natural life would be one where you don t 
even cut your nails. So, this can only be roughly true._ how we cake a jump and 
turn to page 15 at the bottom. 

a: "The new-born infant_the tyrant or the slave." 

S: Literally, "of empire and servitude." Go on. 

A: "He commands....in his young heart." 

S: "Evil" is not in the text; but all right: 'bf evils which one tnen imputes to 
nature; end after having taken to make him evil, one compl a i n s about finding 

him evil. 11 i.e. evil by nature. That is an absolutely decisive thing for the whole 
education. education consists of the fact that the educator does not sow 

seeds of evil in the child. Then he will never be evil, because there are no seeds 
of evil in him. By nature he is good. All evil comes from interference. There is, 
of course, a certain element of truth: you can teach a child to lie by telling him, 
you lied, and the poor chil d might never have thought of lying—and this kind of 
obvious errors which can be made. But Rousseau means somet h i n g much more fun daman— 
Ital. The view of Rousseau can be stated sc hem atically as follows: vieiousness is 
I pride, concern with superiority to others; all evil is pride—that he takes over 
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from Hobbes, -and now, contrary to jjgjj^es^ he says evil—and pride—arises only 
through society; there is no natural rule in man for being proud in-tins sense— 
pride I use as a very wide term. 

End of Tape Side 1. 

S: ...This must be prevented: there must be never anything like competition among 
children, for example. Well, you know how important that is in progressive educa¬ 
tion. There must not be grades; there must not be a ranking of the ch ildren accord¬ 
ing to scholastic achievement; they have to treat each other as equals in every re¬ 
spect. Equality of tviia vinri is the only thing to consider, so to speak. Training 
in reading, writing, arithmetic, or what have you, has to be subor din ated to this 
good-fellowship. I do not know which term they use for that, but I blew it once. 

You know, there must be no competitiveness of any kind, and if this mea n s that the 
gifted children are absolutely bored by the fact that they have to accept the pace 
of the slowest one, that is right, because the worst thing is distinction, dis¬ 
crimination, or whatever you call it. This would have gone very well out for the 
fact that in the end Johnny proved to be less able to read and write than Ivan; and 
then in *» very silly way, but very characteristic way, the form of education, the 
concern with excellence—which means of course with excelling others inevitably—is 
beginning to be recognized again. But the root of that is without any question 
| Rousseau. Pride, and everything allied to it, is not natural to man and can be 
'eradicated by the proper wbh of education from the soul of man. Connected with 
a is the following point you find on page 19 in the third para gr aph. 

A: "It is one thing to follow... .any distinction between the pupil and 

the scholar?" 

S: In other words, one child being brought up; don't change the instructor, from 
h 4 « earliest childhood un til the end of hi a educational stage. There is one child, 
awri also one science is to be taught—not reading, writ in g, arithmetic, which 

are two, perhaps three, sciences—but one. What is that? 

A: "There is only one science...duties of man.” 

S; You see, the duties of man are to be taught, bo, that is very old-fashioned; 
sounds right from the oldest times. But now he explains it. 

A: "This science is one...indivisible." 

S; Where they had education in justice and in horse-back riding and in shooting 
with a javelin. 

A: "Besides, I prefer....for himself." 

S: This is the other point: teach education without precepts, i.e. without commands 
and prohibitions. That follows necessarily from the principle of eradicating or pre¬ 
venting the emergence of pride, because command or provision means obeying; and then 
there is a relation of superior to inferior, the commander and the being commanded. 
Bow, once the child gets authority, once the child gets any notion of authority, he 
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imagines, veil, when I grow up I also want to be an authority, and his soul is abso¬ 
lutely ruined by this thought. 'Teat is what Rousseau's teac hin g is. How, let us 
read the next paragraph. 

A: "IT the master....find their way alone." 

S: Sow, that is crucial for the understanding of the whole book. Emile, the pupil 
hare to be educated, is "un honnne vulgaire," a common man. He is a common man—that 
will be absolutely decisive— i.e. he is one of those who are meant to be members of 
the people, of society, citizens, not these marginal men who have the highest per¬ 
fection of the individual, nr. Butterworth? 

A: I think I see what you are getting at; but he says later on that he doesn't mind 
that ihiile comes from a family with some rank in the social order. 

S: You see, some concessions to the world as it is are inevitable. Rousseau only 
tries to get along with a rvSw-imnr of such considerations; and the mi n im u m is, for 
example, this child will be educated alone, i.e. without any other chi ldren. So 
there is a "riwTwnim of sociality. Absence of sociality is impossible, because, alter 
all, the child of a few months needs a nurse, and there will be other people around. 
I ?hp point which we must keep in •m'i'nd is that Emile has a common mind, "un esprit 
commun," and'is "un homme vulgaire." He is a mti of whom the highest development 
of reason cannot be expected. 

a: There is one question, in the above paragraph: does he ever give any content 
to the duties of man? He says there is only one science to teach.... 

S: Yes, sure, he gives that content. We will come to that. They are not so 
greatly different in many ways from what we ordinarily understand by the duties of 
man. »e will find that later. 

a: It seems to me that if you took the sentence just following that, where he says 
there should be, no precepts.... 

5 ; Let us take one of the simple precepts: you should not steal. But Rousseau will 
never say to the boy, don't steal. He will teach it in an in d ir ect way. In the 
second part of the Es£l£, he will explain that. Yes? 

a: If this is the education of man for citizenship,... 

S: Ho, it is not. That is the difficulty: he will be educated only as a man and. 
not as a citizen. But what Rousseau fraa in mind is some thin g that will come out 
when we read later. £BlackboardThis is the education of man; and this is the 
education of the citizen. He is somehow trying to bring these divergent l i ne s to¬ 
gether —nowever, he does not tell us that now, you know; that is the surprise— 
the reason being because Smile Is "un hnmma vulgaire": he has to become a citizen; 
and therefore there oust be some other . But let us not go into 

that. Tne paradox is that he is a »»» to be educated as a man and not as a citi¬ 
zen, who however is a vulgar man, a common man; that is the difficulty. I could 
answer that question, but it would not be helpful; you must see it as a question. 
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In the sequel on page 20, the fifth, paragraph, he Makes clear that Emile is an or¬ 
phan. I mean, even if he has a father and Mother, they have nothing to do with his 
education. Does this ring a bell? 

A: A dam vas an orphan. 

S: No, no. 

A: Rousseau's five children? 

S: Oh, no. Sure, but this is psychology, autobiography; we are not concerned with 
that. No; on the highest level. Where do you find education of orphans? 

A: In Plato's Republic. 


S: Aha, absolutely. What does Plato say there? 

A: There is neither brother nor sister, mother nor father. 

S: No, that is not the point X mean. 

A: When they were setting up the state they had to take the children away ,fron 
their parents. 

S: Exactly. End of book 7. The philosophers who take over the city, in order to 
have a good city, expel everyone older than ten. Therefore they make then orpn&ns. 
That the fathers survive rusticated in the country is of no importance. Now, this 
has enormous implications, kr» i&orrison? 

A: There is a connection between the not teaching by precept whic h reminds nne of 
the refusal to tell Slaukon: Slaukon as k ? for a resume of concepts, of what is the 
idea of the good, but this.... 

S: But Sl a uk on is not a small child, do you see? I mean, a teacher of young wot 
who are surely grown-up human beings is one thing. But to a child, you cannot apply 
this to a c h ild. There is no comparison here. We are concerned only with what is 
Ito be done to c hil dren, and clearly, P^t^'s children are taught a lot. Rousseau 
is quite right to believe that many things can be taught to children playfully, 
through plays. In other words, Plato did not favor the-—how a>»pii I say—this 
of education where you teach, aay, Latin grammar by spanking; nor did he on the 
lother hand take the way of the progressive education where you don't learn letters, 
as you know—and I believe that is the principle: you get only "cat" aa a whole, 
you see a picture of a cat written down, and than you descend gradually to c. 

& and tj but to start from the letters is an incredible imposition on the poor 
child. Tou must have heard of it, and some of you may have experienced it. 

Now, E m i le is an orphan; and this reminds us of Plato ' s expulsion of every¬ 
one older than ten at the end of the seventh book. But what is the enormous differ¬ 
ence? I admit not only that Rousseau is influenced by Platp: that is undoubtedly 
the case; but what is the difference? What is the most striking thing which Plato 
does to his children in the Republic? 
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A: Ha ke s them watch the wars. 

S: That is later. Tnat is also very un-Rousseauan; but right at the beginning, 
when he begins this expose of the education of children} what is the first thing? 

A: They live together? 

S: So, that is clear. Teaching myths; myths, that is it. Smile is not told any¬ 
thing. In other words, here Rousseau tries to educate the common may* without 
"opinions," wittiout instilli ng opinions; and let us think of this as free freo prej¬ 
udices. You night look up—we ca nno t read that now—in the second book, on page 76, 
second paragraph, or t hir d: free- from prejudices. Smile is to be educated as if 
he-were to be a perfect philosopher, if a perfect philosopher would be a who 
no prejudices as prejudices: this is crucial. But here this is 'not a man born to 
:be a philosopher, but a co mmon man. The implication: every nay be educated to 
(be a p h ilosopher. That is clearly contrary to ^J^to • In other language, every Tnnn 
I can be educated be be a self—sufficient—intellectually self—sufficient—sovereign 
1 individual. 

The connection with de m oc r acy is obvious: in the ideal case, democracy 
would be a society in which every member is a fully rational being. Do you under¬ 
stand what I mean? That every citizen is really competent to vote, and not merely 
on the basis—how (to they say?—on the basis of family tradition or class relation. 
You have heard of these voting studies end ao forth. This is of course no 
rational choice. This is a choice wh ic h is practically inevitable, but it is not 
rational. They are not people who are competent to choose the wisest men for 
rulers; they are still less competent to judge of the measures; for example, what 
to do about Cuba, or what to do about medicare, or whatever it may be. That is 
simply decided in a crude way, which is not a rational way. An ideal democracy 
would be a democracy in which every member is competent. You read this sometimes 
in present-day s ocial science , or poli tical literature, that this is the 

wrong notion of democracy, the idealistic notion, which in a way John stna-rt M-m 
is said to have had; and the right view is of course to take the democratic people 
' 63 they are, with their political bosses and their machines and smoke-filled rooms, 
and all the other nice institutions, and say, study that—that 0 f democracy is 
possible, as is proven by the fact that it is actual—and forget about this ideal 
democracy. That is, I think, a very powerful element in present-day po~i*tical sci¬ 
ence - ; it is frequently not even mentioned, because it seems to be so obviously Tv=>a V — 
onabie. 3ut one must consider what democracy in the highest case meant: an asso¬ 
ciation of rational men who can govern themselves. Don't forget that the word 
i government was sometimes used in the past for describing democracy. So Rous¬ 
seau educates—from this point of view—Emile to be a sovereign individual, and 
therefore a perfectly rational member of a society of rational people. One can 
never forget that. But there is one great objection which is possible, and what' 
is that, taking a broad view of the question? 

A: People are not orphans. 

S: Yes, all right; that is a practical difficulty, but you could have boarding 
schools instead; boarding schools, and for each young citizen a a tutor. You 

i 

i 
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laaow, God knows what we can get once our modem technological system has fully devel¬ 
oped: there will be a two-hour working day; you never can tell. But nc, on the 
basis of Rousseau's own statements here. 

A; The natural relationship of love nan never be replaced. 

j S: That is what Rousseau denies; we come to that. In other words, he is willing 
to sacrifice love, lest this terrible thing, pride, competitiveness, and so forth, 
j emerge. 

A: Bid he do that in this first book? 

! S: That I ca nn ot say now. But let us now follow the argument. Rousseau tries to 
educate every human being—at least to the extent that it is possible—as if he ware 
a ph i l osop her . ..hat is toe objection to that, to this transforming the hiimaw race, 
as far as possible, into men of perfectly cultivated reason, i.e. philosophers. 

What is the objection to that on Rousseau's own ground? 

A: From the First Discourse? 

S: Anywhere. 

A: There is morality. 

^ S: Yes. I would state it very simply; the anti-rationalism of Rousseau, of whic 
we have found so many specimens. Rot reason, but instinct, and all this kind of 
t h i n g. Reason replaced by instinct or the heart. Thin is the difficulty, a funds 
!mental contradiction, and we must see how it can be overcome. That Rousseau is 
aware of that is shown by the fact that in this very context he takes it up. Turn 
to page 21, bottom, and the top of page 22. * 

A: The part about medicine? 

S: We will soon see that it is not m no about nn he is speaking. "I have 
[ no desire uere to extend ay self about the vanity of medicine." 

A: "fcy aim is....search for truth." 

S: Tea. Now, listen: for understanding that, forget about medicine and see what 
Rousseau says about the search for truth. Than you will understand that. You sea, 
that is the method which he frequently follows, that he uses an example which is 
p laus ible enough—some bad things can be said about madinina and physicians without 
■ any question-but the more interesting thing is the seemingly subordinate example, 
the quest for truth. Because the question is exactly this: nan you educate ail 
men to be men dedicated to the quest for truth, i.e. philosophers. Go on. 

A: "They assume that the patient....fatal to mankind." 

S: Exactly what he says about philosophy or science: science, philosophy, or what¬ 
ever you call it, is good for some men and fatal for the human species. That is 
again the key point. Row let us turn to the third paragraph on page 22. 
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a: "Shis lying art, invented rather....fears before our duties. n 

5: You see, he uses here species and society practically synonymously, wuest for 
truth is good for some men," the perfection of reason is good for some men; it is 
fatal for society. The perfection of reason is incompatible with the perfection of ' 
the species. How I believe we can better understand what the Emile as a whole 
! means. We must.face the contradiction, and not explain it away—then we don't 
, understand anything. The contradiction is that Rousseau seems to proceed as if he 
1 were to educate a philosopher; but Emile can never be a philosopher. What then is 
i the meaning of the book? hany of the absurdities of the book disappear when we 
understand that point. Rousseau, 1 would say, makes an experiment in the Emile . 

Ion the deepest level of the thing—there are also other uses of the book—he wants 
to show us the maximum perfection of reason which is possible in a man of .the people 
in order to let us see the ceiling of the perfection of the people. This is the 
i maximum which the non-philosopher can reach, that is the meaning. 1 do not deny 
by this that the other educational considerations of him are important, but they 
are not...I mean, many seemingly crazy things of the book become intelligible when 
you keep in mind this question. 

! This is I believe the key passage of the first book. In other words, it 

■ remai n s at the fundamental incompatibility of the perfection of reason and the per- 
jfaction of society. F BlackboardI can state it now this way: Rousseau'tries 
to bring about a convergence of something. At a certain point there is a sharp 
turn of the.road, but this sharp turning of the road must be pictorially presented 
as follows; forget about this; here is the sharp turning of the road. The educa¬ 
tion of man is not led to its peak, but it is changed, altered in this direction. 
That I think is the meaning of the boom. How, there are a few pages in the sequel, 
very few, whicc we have to consider. On page 26, paragrapn 4, we find a remark in 
the middle of the paragrapn. 

I 

A: "Of all creatures...live in herds." 

I: Yes; man is the least gregarious of animals; which shows how extreme Rousseau 
is in his denial of man's natural sociality. In other words, even lions or eagles 
| are more gregarious than men are. I think common experience clearly contradicts 
1 that, and that is of course a great question. This is the fundamental defect of 
\Rousseau's teaching: the denial of man's natural sociality- Vie have to find out, 
if we can, what compelled him, what drove him to make this atrocious assertion, 
this atrocious denial of man's natural sociality. Here Rousseau does not make a 
ideliberate mistake; he makes a mistake pure and simple. But what drove him to that? 
|i"nat is the advantage of denying man's natural sociality, a denial which contra- 
i diets all experience which we have ever had? what is the advantage of that? 

A: Does this go back to this old virtue, the first idea of man's self, his spon¬ 
taneity, his individuality? 

S: Yes, it has something to do with that, but I believe one can state is more sim¬ 
ply as follows: if man is by nature social, that means he is always bom into a 
society, and he enters that society by being boro in it. He enters it conditionally; 
he is in no position to say, I am willing to enter this society if you guarantee me 
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taese and these things. u’hat is demanded from hin, his duties, precede any rights 
of his. These modem doctrines, from Hobbes to Rousseau via Locke —and the many 
lesser men who were all defending it up to the present day, witE~minor modifications 
tions—are very much concerned with the fact that man, i.e. every individual, can 
put his conditions for being a citizen to society. His rights come first, and the 
j duties afterwards; and the only theoretical expression of that which is possible is 
i that man is by nature asocial; it is a perfectly arbitrary and free act of his that 
< he enters society. Than of course since this is the case, he csn lay down the spec¬ 
ifications. I mean the whole modem attempt to liberate the individual from all 
■■ wants which do not arise from his will, his base will; therefore the social con¬ 
tract is so crucial in modem times, although the thought is somewhat older, but it 
. never had this full meaning. All obligations are fundamentally contractual; there 
lare no natural obligations. We have to come back to this point later. We have to 
consider two more passages. On page 33» paragraph 2, "This disposition of children," 
do you have that? 

A: "This tendency to anger,...changing seasons." 

S: That is probably also an exaggeration. I mean, from the purely medical point of 
view, it is probably exaggerated. 

A: "When children only experience resistance in things and never in the 

will of man,...* 1 

S: Literally, "in wills." 

A: "...and never in wills, they do not become,...to obey them." 

1b: Yes; in other words, anger is not natural. That is-a bit exaggerated, I admit 
I that, but he is driving in this direction. In other words, what Rousseau assumes 
is this—he gives this example occasionally: a child wants something; if you say, 
no, you have had enough, or something of this kind, then he will—since he doesn't 
understand that, what is means to have enough—he will be angry. Then he will get 
resentment, and the whole pride and everything connected with that, self-assertion, 
will all develop. But if you say there is no longer any cake or candy, every child 
understands the objective impossibility of getting it, and then there will be no 
resentment. I believe that is a very dubious assertion. We will have to take this 
1 up. I think that is a key point in this , that people, or children espe¬ 

cially, get angry only if they are opposed by a will, and not by things. Way is 
, this distinction wrong as Rousseau makes it? 

A; Kids kick chairs and tables. 

! 5: Exactly. They impute to chairs a will. Rousseau assumes the child—and also 
grown up people, but especially children—to be so rational as to be able to distin¬ 
guish between willing and non-willing things; and therefore it is of no use. That 
lis very crucial, and X think that is the most massive difference between Rousseau 
and Plato. Por what he calls spiritedness or anger is one of the natural ele¬ 

ments of man, and for Rousseau it comes up only by virtue of bad education. 

A: He tries to explain this chair business away, I think I remember reading in 
this chapter. 
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Si In the first book, you mean? 

A: Yes; I'll try to find it: "all wickedness cooes from weakness." 

S: labile you seek it, we will turn to another paragraph on page 34> bottom. 

A: "As the child grows....love of power does not die...." 

f* "P 16 love of comm anding ," I believe that is more telling than "the love of power." 
The love to command men does not become extinct...." 

A: "...with the need that aroused it; power, or commanding, arouses.... 

are sown." 

S; In other words, prejudices as prejudices originate in pride. Prejudices are not 
due so much to errors about facts as to pride. That is the same *Mn e which iiebbes 
also meant; but this is of course not fully developed here. Yes? - 

A: It's just in that paragraph above, when he talks about this destructive activity, 
this energy. J ’ 


S: Yes, but-it is not destructive; it is not vicious. Sure; but that is the ques¬ 
tion. If we bring any example from experience where we seem to observe sheer.van¬ 
dalism and a desire to destroy, Rousseau would always say, well, you have already 
corrupted the child. You know, by nature it would simply be.... There is something 
to what Rousseau says; the child may of course destroy a thing and have no destruct¬ 
ive intention, that is obvious. I mean, it may play around with a thing and just 
t take it apart to see what is within it, and by this destroy it, and he 

has no destructive intention; we have this n times. But the question is whether it 
is really true that there is never viciousness, say, originating in anger, unless 
the child is confronted with a previous prohibition or command, with a previous exer¬ 
cise of authority which arouses his desire for authority in the form of rebellion. 
And as I say, tne fu n da men tal error which Rousseau makes is that the can 

between wills and things, that the child is able in that early stage to see 
that things have no will; in other words, that it would never try to run with its 
head against the wall, because it knows that the wall is not impressed by that. 

A: Isn't there a difficulty in this? This i 3 such a very obvious area of 
for Rousseau; and he even says so in many different intervals in the book, that he 
keeps loosing around himself and taking account of sense experience. It would seem 
that he was aware of this, too. So how would he.... 


S: bo; until we come across such a passage, I would say he has simply misinter¬ 
preted the phenomena. You see, I would like to explain to you the root of such an 
er^or. I have discussed it very briefly in ay chapter on Rousseau in Natural Right 
andjiistogr, I do not know whether I can now reconstruct it very well. Perhats I 
J start from today: _ when you talk today to the social scientist about somethin!- nat¬ 
ural to man—and I am not speaking now of digestion and so on,' but of passions—you 
will hear that this is not true: they are not natural.' For example, have you ever 
rea “ — ^ Benedict's Patterns of Culture? I read it once, so I have some first-hand 
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knowledge. She takes this example: two red Indian tribes in North America, arid tbo 
ones are tough and cruel, and the others are very kind. These people simply do" 
not have any notion of violence. One of the students yesterday after cLass told me 
that there is a tribe in South America, I believe; they don't have a word for killing. 
In other words, the notion of killing is so completely an to these gentle people 
jthat they don't have a word for it. Generally, man is infinitely malleable; tnere is 
ino human nature to speak of—of course the body, also the most general features 
of sense-perception, but that is about all. The whole appetitive life is infinitely 
'malleable; nothi ng can be said to be natural. 


f Now, the man who laid the foundation for that is Rousseau. According to 

. Rousseau, the natural man proper, as you will recall, has only perfectibility, if we 
1 disregard the body; i.e. no particular development, or no particular road of perfec- 
j tion—or imperfection, for tnat matter—belongs naturally to him. Therefore, if this 
; is so, it is defensible to say something is the product of education. There are many 
present-day social scientists, social psychologists, and so forth, who say that; let 
me see if I rem e m b er another example to use. In other words these two tribes, to 
come back to Ru*h B enedict , 1 iv e under exactly the same climatic and other con¬ 
ditions, and the thi ng s available, the environment is the same. So, it cannot be 
understood by environment; racially, they are of the same race; there is no reeson 
available wny they are different. The answer which she gives is this—I state, it now 
a bit more exactly, I believe, than she does, and I state it in Greek terms: that is 
the nemos which makes them that way. At the origin of these societies, or at some 
state, they agreed upon, say, toughness, or gentleness, and everything followed from 
that; there is no nature to speak of. Rousseau originated that. Hobbes 1 natural man 
■ still has a character; not a very attractive character, but he has a character, all 
1 right. But Rousseau's natural man is absolutely characterless, and that is what 
!Rousseau calls good—I mean, he retracts that later on—and therefore, just as if 
| people today say whenever someone has a nasty character, society, broken home, and 
I other more sophisticated explanations. But that man could really have in himself 
I the roots both of k i ndne ss and nastiness, not effected in any way by society—to 
I some extent, but not fundamentally—and children brought up in the most unbroken 
i homas » and by the most reasonably wealthy and decent parents, and I don't know what, 

) and kept entirely away from evil impressions, there could still be a black sheep sud¬ 
denly appearing-; common experience shows it. Or if you wnat to put it in terms of 
natural science, the genes, these t hing s might be in the genes, arid not only ple¬ 
na tally, but even preconceptually, if I may say so. 

a: The thing is, though* that Rousseau himself was a tutor at nno time; awd even if 
at this point he didn't see a child kick a table, it is fair to say that at one point 
he must have. So why would he deny this common-sense evidence so blatantly in this 
book here, as well as in the rest of the book? Re must have been able to - Hvinv 
beyond this to a different point. 


5: That is a good question. In other words, your principle is this: no very intel¬ 
ligent man, as Rousseau so surely was, can have said simply nonsense. That is a good 
principle, I admit that; but still I can only say that the whole doctrine imkas sense, 
but on the other n an d if you take such a thi n g to say man is by nature asocial, that 
is really an absurd opinion; I mean, if you taka in in the Hobbean fora where it goes 

together with the assertion that man is by nature also a nasty customer_in Hobbes. 

Now, how can Hobbes have said it? And then you see easily this: Hobbes is not 


/ 
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precise enough. Hobbes proves, as it were, man's natural asociality by the power of 
anti-social passions—pride and everything belonging to that—but he did not reflect, 
did not consider that men can be anti-social only on the basis of a fundamental soci¬ 
ality. Very simple: if it is true that all viciousness arises from pride, the de¬ 
sire for superiority and recognition of that superiority, if man is by nature con- 
/ earned with being superior to other men, then he is by nature social; because this 
/ being referred to others belongs to his nature. Row this is a grave theoretical 
error, and it is connected with the decay of what one can call metaphysics, or what 
Aristotle called philosophy. That he is unable to distinguish between asociality a 
|and anti-sociality is a grave error. Hobbes was surely a great man, but Hobbes said, 

; really, certain absolutely fantastic things. That is one of them. 

1 How, once ■ this movement started by Hobbes had proven to be attractive for 

j some reasons—but powerful reasons—a tradition was established. In a way Rousseau 
X ; grew up in that tradition, because the fellows of the Encyclopedia with whom he con¬ 
versed were a kind of watered-down Hobbianism. Once such a tradition is established, 

> this forces you into a certain direction, and then you really do not see sometimes 

\the most obvious things; and the story of Andersen's about the Ring who is na&ed, and 
'everyone says he has clothes on, happens again. I believe if one—1 say this without 
any nasty intention, although it will sound nasty—were to read and see statements by 
positivists . some of them quite intelligent men, you have exactly the same 
impression. Outside of the classroom they would not for a moment question these same 
1 things, which they question in the classroom. This can even happen to . But I 

admit, if you can show us evidence that Rousseau has taken this into due considers- 
X jtion, then I have to revise what I said. Before you have shown that to me, I would 
loot admit it. 

A: The only thing which I can offer just on the spur of the moment, but I think it's 
, and that is either in the second or third book where there is the question 
of Emile's breaking windows; and the reason that Emile breaks windows can be traced 
back to the same idea as kicking a chair, or something like that, bhat Rousseau does 
is simply to leave Emile alone in the open. 3e finally gets so cold,,.. 

S: That would only mean how to cure him from anger, but it would not mean.... In a 
very general way I have to answer, but I do not wish to present it now, because I 
would like for everyone.... 

A: Could I answer this question? 

S: Yes, do. 

A: I have an idea that when you read this you could give it a narrower implication, 
and therefore try to make it not nonsense. On page 33: "vihen children only exper¬ 
ience...health is better." If you read that not to mean that the causal thing here 
directly would be , he is saying they become rebellious or passionate in the 

long run, but that follows from wills, whereas the chairs and so forth do not follow. 

j S: I cannot agree with that, because there is this passage—which unfortunately I 

> cannot find now; I should have made a note—where he says, no child has ever said any- 
j thing when he was told there are no longer any candies or sweets. In other words, 



Rousseau, 5 


Page 23 


i the objective impossibility of fulfilling his demand prevented the arising of any 
I anger. I am sure that this is not true, but unfortunately.... If any one *nna the 
i passage, would he help me? 

A: I just happened to notioe that; if this translation is correct, it is in the para¬ 
graph right below. 

S: On which page is that, may I ask? 

A: Page 33 in the tr ans lation. It' s actually the second paragraph, beginning, "When 
the child tries to seize something without speaking,...bids the object approach.” 

How here, Rousseau is saying that the child imputes a will to objects. 

Si Very good. That is a very good point. Let me a note of that. I am grate¬ 
ful to you for this reference. Wait; he hasn't finished. 

A: It was just the second point: I didn't quite understand the extent to which you 
wanted to say that Rousseau held that men were infinitely malleable. It is interest¬ 
ing to notice that he says that men have an innate sense—or that the t ^ haa an 
innate sense of justice. Of course, Aristotle would say that ideas of right 
wrong are learned, wouldn't he? 

3: Yes, not quite; that is complicated. But let.us turn to that passage. It is 
where? 

A: On page 32, paragraph seven: "I shall never forget seeing....black in the face." 

S: Blue; "violet.” Go on. 

A: "A moment later....intention of hurting him." 

S: Yes. I would say, do you thlnk that that is a powerful proof of an innate sense 

of justice? what kind of justice is that? This has of oourse an old Platonic root; 

what P^t£ c a lls thymoa. shat is only translated by spiritedness shows itself—anger 
is the most common phen o men o n—b ecause we get angry. In every anger, Plato has said, 
there is a feeling, some injustice is done to me. So this is really a Platonic 
'thought; but what is the basis of that? But you must not forget that is said by Soc- ■■ 
rates in the Platonic d i alogues, and it is a part of a long argument which be re— 

. vised. Plato doesn't say that this is the proof of an innate sense of justice. 

There cannot be a sense of justice in spiritedness; it mw only be in reason, in the 

I Platonic . This is not the same thing. How what does he by that? If a 

man—and a rather decent man, of ordinary decency—is sure he deserved it, he will 
not get angry. So if a man of ordinary decency gets angry, he -em wVa a wrong has been 
{done to him. To that extent, anger includes a sense of right wM nh may be wrong in 
jthat particular case ; but what Rousseau says, of course, 

goes mu c h beyong that: the mere fact of anger. For example, take a thwarted gang¬ 
ster: he is of course angry. This fellow they got, Dido——or whatever his name was— 

, beauty shop. T his fellow was of course very angry when he got caught; I saw over the 
TV how angry he was. But does it prove that he has an innate sense of the right? 

Elat factually does not prove it. In itself it is an absurd statement, but that 
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tprepares later statements about such, things, That Is the first entering wedge of a 
[long, argument which we will pursue while we go on; therefore X did not bring uo this 
particular passage. I had this in mind, whereas the passage you brought up X had not 
considered. lio, I t h i nk now wr. Reinken is first. 

A: To come out on Rousseau's side, th at when children only experience tnese 
things, the clause can be read as "these conditions; but they are not becoming rebel— 
llious or passionate." And the first task of education is to get the irf over 
jpoint where he imputes will to things, fie tells you in the next paragraph, just wait 
.out the storm; the child will learn what life is. "Prom this he will draw a conclu¬ 
sion suited to his age"—first lesson, really—"and there is no other way of suggest¬ 
ing it to him." 

S: Yes; but still I migh t say, what Rousseau says, I mean, that one cannot be angry 
unless one assumes a will in the difficulty which opposes you. That is the only def¬ 
inition, one could say, of anger, that we nave anger when we are thwarted. Anger in 
contradistinction to desire. Desire is the primary phenomenon; and then if you are 
thwarted, the primary and unreflected reaction is anger. But this thwarting in anger, 
in human anger surely implies some will which thwarts you: whan you hit the chair, 

/ you impute to the c hair a will. liow we are all able to lmow that a doesn't 

have a will of its own, and therefore that it is absurd to kick the chair, except as 
a pure counter—reflection to get rid of the pain. You laaow, you inflict on yourself 
i| another pain to be less hurt, as such it could be a rational action; but as a pun— 
j ishnent for the chair it is absurd. But the question is, a id nake the dis¬ 
tinction. Does not a child—if one can say that at all, because it is much too un¬ 
developed-animate everyt hing , as Rousseau, in this passage to which our attention 
was drawn, says? 

A: T h e n he lea rns— at the end of that same passage—he learns that the 
. That is his first lesson. 

1 S: But let me say, by the way, in answer to your question, is it not possible that 
Rousseau had a certain obsession with equality and with men being free from any desire 
to lord it over others, or from any opposite desire to be lorded over, that this over— 
great concern could from time to time blind Mm to facts? 

Ai It is possible. 1 would tnink that maybe this over—great concern ^Inaudible/ 

. If this young baby were in the middle of the woods, he would not 
think of commanding the trees to move . it's because the 

o&by has made the cry and had the mother or the nurse come to him that he also cries 
and hopes that the crib will come to him. 

5: jait; I'm sorry, jar. >jilj.er, I think I forgot you. Did you have a question? 

A: I was t hinking of the same thing. 1 I was thinking, in 

the Second Discourse there is a description of the sense of justice which the savage 
had with regard to an evil man.... 

S: This question of the sense of justice we cannot possibly discuss today, because 
we have only the first mention of it here; and we must follow the fate, as it were, 
of the sense of justice in the foUowing part. l-tc. Morrison. 



Eousseau, 5 


"N 




A: One t h i ng bothers me: do children ask things to come to them? I mean, where 
does ha get rhis ftom? Does he remember himself doing it, or.... 

S: It is of course impossible. No, he tries to reconstruct it, I think, from the 
fact that the sense of distance which we have as grown up people is acquired, 
thu requires some use of reason. How can one see distances prior to the use of 
reason? how, this was a subject with which people were much concerned—for ezanple, 
Burks , and same other writers—namely, how do we get the notion, say, of a thing, of 
the objects, and so on, and how does the sense of.... 


■END OP TAPS 
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A: ...might be from "emulation." 

S: Bo, I don't •fch^nic so...emulation a nd Emile; this change from ti to i would 
have to have the proper etymological basis, or else you arrive at a >1*^ of ety¬ 
mology which they ridiculed in former times: the Greek work for fox is aIorex. 
end then you say, out off the a—the .& is easily lost—and so you have lor ex. 
and the lo is also lost; then you get pex. and that is almost fox. » 

A: /"Inaudible ^ 

S: Bo, I t h i nk imilius is the only simple explanation, /"inaudible phrase^ and 
the question is whether there was not one of the many Emilii who was not partic¬ 
ularly admired by Rousseau. Surely not as much as Cato, but the name Cato would 
be unbearable as a first name in 18th century times. I believe the name Cato is 
now used, is it sometimes used for dogs, for big dogs? 

A: Not in America. 

S: I believe I have heard that as a dog's name. Do you Imow it? 

\ 

A; I just think it would be a good name for a dog. 

1 _ \ 

S: You see that then. But I believe this view is particularly stern; that may 
be the reason why it is not actively used. But let us not waste time, as we don't 
have any reliable data. 

/"Discussion following not recorded/^ 

A: .. .puzzled by his saying that one day the profession of faith of the Savoyard 
vicar might cause a revolution among men* He, too, is of course a theist who is 
attacking Christian teaching about immortality. 1 

S: Since this is in no way the subject of your assignment, you must have read 
something which.... And in spite of the variety of subject matter, there must 
be one or perhaps two even conflicting . Characteristic. 

A: He speaks of himself as a true...as a dreamer who is honest about his dreams. 

S: But this is not the overall theme of the second book of the Enile . that 
notion do we have of education in this book, since this is the theme of the 
Emile? 


A: Shat this instruction must be negative; it must not consist of precepts; it . 
will be by imitation, but the correct kind of imitation; Emile will only be taudfCt^f 
that fu n dam e ntal lesson of not harming others; that is the only positive teaching, 
the only positive moral teaching. His natural goodness... ./"inaudible/. 

S: Bow, if I may take up something which you mentioned, you said, if I understood 
you correctly, the education is a habituation, without reasons being given; and 
. then later on when he is growing up, he will know the reason, and will be able to 
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state the reason. Nov, this is exactly what Plato and .Aristotle meant. But there 
is a difference, obviously, what Plato and Aristotle understand as education: 
habituation, without reasons, because the child wouldn't understand the reason. 

But the difference is what? It is obvious. You have mentioned it, but I want you 
\ to repeat it. 

A: Ibis training of the passions? 

3: That is the same in _Plato an d Aristotle . Everywhere. 

A: This distinction...liberty rather than authority.... 

S: Yes, that has to do with that: no precepts. Plato an d Aristotle of course say 
1 to the children "don't" and "do." No precepts; that is the difference. 

A: There will be no mention of the word duty or obligation. 

S: These words are perhaps not intelligible to the small child, but "do" or "don't" 
are perfectly intelligible. 

You emphasize the fact that right, not duty, is the fundamental thing. That 
is of course the Hobbean heritage* But you mentioned something else, in the earlier 
part of your paper, of Rousseau's relation t o Hobbes , which I did not quite under¬ 
stand. "* 

A: When he says, our misery consists in the disproportion of our desires and our 
faculties. The felicity of man here below is therefore only a negative state: we 
do not know absolute happiness or absolute misfortune. But we are not therefore 
to find human wisdom and the road of true happiness; we are not merely to limit 
.our desires, for that would be a limitation of our being. 

S: Well, first, by simple' contrast, that is what Plato . Aristotle, the Stoics, and 
the Epicureatts_w ould have said: limit your desires; otherwise you will always be 
unhappy. Rousseau says, no, don't limit your desires. And how does he...? 

A: Diminishing the excess of desires over facilities. 

S: Yes, and what is the result of that? Wisely limited desires lead to something 
which we may call happiness. If it is impossible to limit the desires, unhappi¬ 
ness. Now, where doe s Hobbes come in at this point? . 

A: We are inevitably unhappy because our desires always exceed our powers; there 
is no ultimate end; there is no highest good. 

S: Sure, but how does it work out? That is very general. I mean, also in the 
case of a reasonable man; first of Hobbes, in the case of a reasonable man: will 
he also be unhappy, according to Hobbes? Will he, too, be unable to limit his 
desires? 

A: Rousseau seems to point to the state where there is an equilibrium, a final 
state. Apparently a life of.... 
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S; Let us not speculate: Rousseau says happiness is possible, contrary to Hobbes. 

We must try to understand that. 

A: Ry means of the general will,... 

4 . 

S: But he hasn't spoken of that here. A: Oh, yes. S: He has? I haven't seen it. 
A: As fer as the social order goes, at.least. 

A:. Kay I volunteer an impression of this first bit? S: Yes. 

A: It seems surprising, but the tutor is busy lia ^ n c guile ari & trickery on Emile. 

S: Decidedly. 

A: And before the examples began, there was what seemed a most pregnant phrase, on 
the top of page 53: "With the age of reason the child becomes the slave of the com¬ 
munity." It seems that this pointed to the place where one of the two lines to 
be bent— civil order—and on this page you begin to wonder if duty will 

ever rea l l y be founded on philosophic reason, if concepts of duty are more than con- 
conventional} it simply is Questionable . And as we go through these 

things as the maltese melons and the broken windows, we see that despite what was 
done before, the child was not to feel wills, but unquestionably wills are being 
forced on him; he is being made to recognize them, slightly fraudulently, with iron 
hand. 

S: Yes, that is surely true, we have to take this up, there is no question. 

A: Isn't this connected with the idea, especially, of property? He says it is 
impossible, he believes, even in the country, to bring up anyone without notions of 
conventional mor ali ty; and the true morality must be taught, but there is always 
something false about it. It seems to me to be obvious from this. 

f S: Let us see whether it is or not. I believe it has something to do with the ques— 
i tion we discussed last time at some length: is a child able to distinguish between 
wills end fate or things? That is the question. If he is unable to distinguish, 
he c an n o t but become a potential tyrant, if Rousseau's psychology is correct. If 
the refusal—Hoi—the refusal, hut in the authoritative sense—no, I don't do it 
because 1 don't wish to do it—if this corrupts a man, then ai i children are bom 
i to become corrupted, because they meet it sooner or later. Even meets it. 

We have to take this up later. Row, hr. Lane, you want to say something? 

A: She discussion has 30 many turns 1 don't know if what I have to say is 

relevant. 1 was ttviniring about the unlimited desire in relation to Hobbes, the 
state of chaos which would result. 

S: Yes, but what does Hobbes mean by that? That is a point which of course is 
relevant. Does any one of you remember the phrase of Hobbes? I zyself don't remem¬ 
ber it literally, but roughly: there is in every man' a desire for power, after 
power, that cesseth only in death. Row, if there is such a desire in every men, 

Iwhether he is reasonable or unreasonable, a desire which mti never be fulfilled, 
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the nan Is naturally unhappy, and there cannot be happiness proper. Hobbes certainly 
said that. He said there i3 no possibility of a minimum hnmwa- of a highest good or 
felicity. There is only a hind of felicity, vhich is when, in each effort to get 
1 sore power, you are successful. Then that is the kind of happiness which is possi¬ 
ble. But that is a happiness not of repose, but of notion, movement. Ever to out- 
| distance the one before us, or something of this kind, this is felicity. In the 
1 Elements of Law is this comparison of human life to a race: "He who wins all races." 

A: This is connected with 1 v j r. Muller's foresight, this unlimited fear of foresight. 

S: Yes, and Rousseau somehow believes—although he starts from a Hobbean basis—he 
believes felicity or happiness is nevertheless possible, 'is have discussed this 
elready in an earlier meeting; namely, by analyzing the motive of this race: in 
| the case of sensible men, self-preservation, for which you need power. And if self- 
[ preservation is based itself on the awareness of the sweetness of mere living, then 
‘if you cease to act and surrender yourself to the basic feeling of existence, as he 
j called it, then you are happy. This inverted beatific vision, to quote isr. Reinken, 
i this is Rousseau's way out. 

But I think we should now begin with a coherent discussion of this assign¬ 
ment. Can we learn any lesson from hr. Muller's presentation? I believe we can. 
Every one of us should keep in mind the results of the previous discussion; not in 
the sense that they should be made the dogmatic basis, but they should be used as a 
hypothesis to be validated or invalidated by further reading. Then we have seme 
provisional clarity and a coherent view of what we read, because otherwise we will 
be simply overwhelmed by the details. 

Now, let us begin with a passage near the beginning, on page 42, 4th para. 
"Another progress makes for children complaint less necessary; and that is the 
progress of their forces." Bo you have that? 

A: "They can do more for themselves....consider him as a mortal being." 

S: Yes. In other words, as a new-born baby, he is not a moral being; he becomes a 
moral being in what sense? Of course not in the sense of being capable of being 
aware of duties, that is out of the question. Because he is capable of feeling hap¬ 
piness and unhappiness. The implication being that an animal does not feel happi¬ 
ness or unhappiness; it feels pains and pleasure. And what is that which distin¬ 
guishes man from animal? 

A: Memory. 

S: Yes, that seems to be memory. But...self-consciousness. In other words, the 
condition for feeling happy or unhappy is consciousness of oneself, i.e. to be 
truly one. An animal is not truly one; that is the implication. True unity re¬ 
quires self-consciousness, awareness that you are one. Ia that what he means? I 
understood it to mean, and I believe now I was wrong, that memory would be decisive. 
But this would not make sense, would it? Because animals too have memory. So 
memory is only an ingredient of this self-consciousness. It is not the sufficient 
condition for it. So let us leave it at this, and I won't tell you the erroneous 
conclusions wnich I drew from my false reading. 

Now, let us continue here. Next para. 
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A: "Although....to be a man." 

"'What is to be thought, therefore, of that cruel education..." 

S: "barbarous education." 

A: "barbarous education...never enjoy?" 

S: Let us stop here. This is, I believe, also a passage which you had in mind. 

But what does he have in mind here, what general view? I do not believe that we 
are compelled to think of eternal happiness here. 

A: I was bothered by this. I am sure he means, I'm sure there are two levels. I'm 
sure it is to be taken literally first,and I thought it means.... 

S: les, you have to take it literally. What does it immediately mean in th i s con¬ 
text, according to his explicit presentation? 

A: There are no good instructions in the duties of man if he will never grow to a 
man's estate; 

S: les. In other words, you must not regard childhood as a preparation for adult¬ 
hood. That is crucial for the whole thing. Of course this can only be qualifiedly 
true, but he is trying to make this as much as possible true. But what is the 
principle behind that? 

A: He turns much later in the book to: "Everything has its own proper maturity. 

We have seen such things as a well-made man, but ah! a well-made child, that would 
be a rare thing indeed." 

S: Yes, in other words, there is no peak. If we take the simple Aristotelian 
notion /blackboard/ : every being has an origin, a peak, and a decay. Iqu. can see 
it very clearly in the case of animals; the case of man is a bit more complicated, 
but fundamentally there too. And so you cannot possibly say the decline is in the 
service of the peak. It comes too late for that, to be in the service. But this 
is a preparation for the acme, for the peak. Childhood, babyhood, or whatever 
stages are preparation. That is a common view of mankind. To some extent even 
today, in our corrupt age; but surely in former times there was no question. This 
Rousseau questions; and what is the fundamental reason, why must he question it in 
some way or other, although he cannot question it consistently? 

A: Perhaps because the sweetness of existence is the child's pleasant.... 

S: Ho, something more general. What does this imply, this simple schema? 

A: Development. S: Development everyone has. A: An end. 

St End, end: a teleological view. And with a questioning of the teleological 
view, this has to be questioned. The equality of all stages, just as we have today 
the equality of all ages in historicism, the equality of all cultures, civilizations. 



Rousseau, 6 


Page 6 


1 in a n t hr opology, that is the consequence. There is no inherent order in things, 
i Ho inherent order in things; strictly speaking you can't even say animate beings 
| are high er than inanimate beings i you can only say that they are more complex, 

I more complicated, to. Selteer. 

A: How is this compatible with his view that it is unnatural for a child to be 
ruler of a man? 

S: That is a good point. Whereas he would say of course that it is natural for 
mature people somehow to rule children. But still when you look at it from' th y? 
angle, to what extent does he admit the naturalness of a grown—uo man to rule a 
child? That is greatly questioned, you know? Something has to be done, because a 
oaby is helpless and has to be taken care of; but this should be as little rule as 
possible, you kaow? There are certain facts which are undeniable, whatever 
■one's theoretical preference may be, one has to admit them; but Rousseau tries, 
,moves in this direction, to understand as much as possible. It rtww be possible 
j only within limits to understand childhood as autonomous, so’to speak. Isr. itfuller. 

A: Well, autonomous, yes,... 

S: As much as possible. 

A: Yes, but still there is a natural order of things, though he may put no content 
into that strata, and it may be only a phrase, and still the tutor's will is- to be 
a law of brass. 

Sj To what extent does this contradict what X said? What is the precise point? 

A: It doesn’t, I guess, except.... 

Si Because I admitted that there cannot be a complete.... He cannot carry it 
through completely, the equality of childhood and adulthood. But he tries to 
approach it. hr. Seitz ex'. 

f 

A: It has a good deal to do with the child's weakness, doesn't it? 

S: Obviously; naturally. 

A: I think he reduces it to that, doesn't he? 

S: Yes, as much as possible. But we must find a better formula for this vague 
expression “as much as possible," and we must gradually see what that is. Only ^ 
f thing we must keep in mind: that the teleology, while still subsisting in Rous sea., 
[ is qualified, we will find. If we do not see that we will not understand him. In 
this connection I would say this: Rousseau uses a lot of medical and so-called 
biological material; and for the biological material, he depends on the famous 
French natur a l i st, Buff on . whom he quotes frequently. How, I haven't studied 
him—I should have—and it would be interesting to see to what extent the modem 
mechanical physics has made any inroads on the understanding of the living beings 
in Buffon. I do not kno w; it would be interesting. I mention this only in passing. 


Rousseau, 6 


Page 7 


In the sequel, on page 43, para 2 towards the end, and para three. You see, 
towards the end of para two, he speatis of the "pleasure of being," which is trans¬ 
lated somewhat differently by him: "As soon as they are able to sense, to feel, the 
pleasure of being, that they enjoy it.” ind he criticises in.the following 
para those, or h?™ "who always regards the present as nothing.” The surrender tc . 
the present; forgetting about the future, about foresight; enjoying existence as 
existence; that belongs together. But this I mention only in passing, We must nov 
turn to this question of happiness •“fo-i was mentioned by iar. Euller. Page 44, at 
the end of the second para. Let us only read the beginning of this para: "we know 
what..." 

A: "...absolute good and evil are." 

S: "absolute happiness or unhappiness is." We do not Iffiow what that is-« I don't 
know, you see. Spanking. Good. Read the end of this para: "Always more suffer¬ 
ings than enjoyments...” 

A: "Ever more sorrow....of his ills.” 

S: Literally, "by the smallest quantity of evils which he suffers." That is the 
happiest raaw who has the smallest number of evils; not in positive terms, who has 
the rnarSmuTn of enjoyment. So we must start from that if we try to understand 
[ Rousseau. Rousseau is not a simple hedonist who understa nd s by a good life a life 
I with the maximum of pleasures, but rather a somewhat more sophisticated view, one 
can say, the vulgar understanding of Epicureanism: pleasure is the absence of 
^ pain—nothing positive—which is not Epicurus* doctrine, but it was understood this 
j way already in classical antiquity. Pleasure is the absence of pain, and therefore 
he who has the wnTnrmm of pains,has the mariimna of pleasure, is the happiest of 
rr-o-p , This of course has something connected with Hobbes: has something do to with 
Hobbes. Hobbes says there is no highest good, no greatest good, but there is a. 
greatest evil, Eocke says desire is always moved by evil, not by good. This 
view enters somehow Rousseau's thought, "Desire is always moved by evil, to fly 
it." But Rousseau does not leave it at that. Let us read the next pars. 

A: "Every feeling....would be perfectly happy." 

S: He says "a sensible being," sensible in the sense of a being which is capable 
to sense, bo, there is absolute happiness then possible. Rousseau corrects him¬ 
self, as it were. Absolute happiness would be equ al ity of faculties and desires. 

That make some sense: desire only what is in your power, t h e n you will be ^ 

: happy. The old Stoic formu la , Stoic formula: desire only what is eph hesgne. tm y/tx? 
what is within our power. This is not Rousseau's view, although there are very 
many strange reminiscences of Stoic ethics, but it is not a Stoic teaching, as we 
: see in the immediate sequel, Let us go on. 

A: "What then is human wisdom?....desires is not enough...." 

J S: Yes, now here he parts company with the Stoics and anything else. 

A: "...for if they were....in his true position. 




Rousseau, 6 


Page 3 


S: So, not be diminishing our desires; because he doesn't make any distinction 
among desires, he only discusses the general formula, the desires, and says the 
dimir . ishing will not do because we would render inactive some of our desires, and 
this is not good. Not all our forces would come into play, what he says, in 
other words, up to this point is this: happiness is the actuality of all our fac¬ 
ulties. If all our faculties are actualized, then we are happy. Of course they 
may not be actualized through external impediments, through deceit and what, and 
I then we are unhappy. So, the simple formula would seem to be up to this point— 
up to this point—the Aristotelian formula rather than any Epicurean or hedonistic 
one. Happiness: the actualization of all our faculties. Now. J Aristotle in his 
wisdom had of course made a certain qualification, when he said, the actualization 
of all our faculties, or the virtues, are happiness. What did he say? VJhat was 
his famous qualification? Can everyone be happy? 

A: We have to have the natural.... 

S: Yes, but assuming that. In a way that is common to all normal men. But what 
is the impediment? 

A: Equipment? 

\S: Equipment. Chpregia . So, happiness is, if we present this in a nice 

fo rmu la symbolically—/blackboard/ happiness equals virtue plus equipment. I write 
it with a small .e, because Aristotle puts the emphasis on virtue. But without, for 
e xam p le, health, without a certain mininmm of wealth and so, one cannot be happy in 
the Aristotelian sense. So, Rousseau seems to abstract here entirely from that, and 
something else. Aristotle of course does not hesitate to say that we must diminish 
I our desires. Of course we must. Even if we could indulge all kinds of desires, 

/ some of these desires should not be indulged in under any circumstances. Now, 

! Rousseau knows that, and wo are still on the way. We read now the sequel to this. 

A: "In this condition.....drawn upon at need." 

S: In other words, the faculties which a baby can develop are only few. Others 
remain potential, until he somewhat grows up. We still speak here in terms of fac¬ 
ulties and their development; of potencies and their actualization. Yes. 

A: "It is only....As soon as his potential powers..." 

S: He says "virtual," but it is of course the same. That is the same. So, you. 
see, it is really the language of Aristotelian philosophy which is still spoken. Yes. 

A: "As soon as his....further we are from happiness." 

i 

S: Skip the next para and read the one following. 

A: "The world of reality....all our woes are imaginary." 

S: "Remorse of conscience," to make it quite clear. Yea. 

A: "You will tell me...we are now concerned." 
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S: Now, let us try to understand that. We had this general suggestion that the 
actualization of all our faculties is happiness. This must now be qualified. There 
is one of our faculties which makes us miserable, and that is imagina tion. The 
actualization of imagination causes misery; and imagination is somehow here under* 
stood as equivalent with opinion, as you see. This is the point. And the practi¬ 
cal meaning: only the pains of the body and the pangs of conscience are genuine 
evils. All other evils are imaginary. Now, consider what that means. What about 
the death of one's parents? What about these evils enumerated by Hamlet in his 
soliloquy? Are these all imaginary evils? what a Stoic, our friend Jean-JacquesI 
Only the Stoics would not even have mentioned the pains of the body amo n g the evils. 
So, he is a little bit less Stoic. Does he intend to educate a philosopher—in the 
late, ancient sense—who is i™mnn to all evils external to the man hims elf? Yes. 

We know it: he wishes to educate the sovereign individual, and therefore he takes 
this view. On page 45 at the end of the third para, you find a statement which I 
believe is helpful. 

A: "Let us measure the extent...never be aware of it." 

S: He will always be sufficient to himself. Self-sufficiency, this is the sta n dard. 
Self-sufficiency, but interpreted in a way which is neither Stoic— because then 
there would be no pains of the body—nor Aristotelian— then the other good things 
of life would of course also have to be conquered, like, say, attac hm e n t to other 
Vnrman beings, which are completely disregarded here. 

A: Spinozist? 

S: Yes, one can say that, perhaps. I was reminded on some other occasions of 
Spinoza. But let us go on. In the next para, please. We will read only the begin¬ 
ning and the end of this para. 

A: "The other animals...has more." 

S: "Has superfluous faculties." And the last sentence. 

A: "If a man...to gain by vice?" 

S: So, the key point, it seems to me, is the statement, man has superfluous facul¬ 
ties. We have seen it before: imagination is a faculty, and he proved it bad. 

Man baa superfluous faculties. You remember now perhaps the statement in the 

when he described these savages in this beautiful condition, and 
where the faculties of men were not yet developed, fully developed. And the full 
development of these faculties leads to misery of the human species. Do you remem¬ 
ber that? Here you have also superfluous faculties, because their development 
leads to misery. And that of course is a great qualification of the teleology: 

| there are faculties which are superfluous. That is a famous objection made to a 
; simple version of Aristotle: well, I shall assume that every organ is necessary 
< for human well-being; what^bout the famous appendix, without which many people 
.live so happily? So that is a superfluous thing. So here, that is the key point: 
men have superfluous faculties. .But which are superfluous? The extreme formula: 
man shoul d limit himaci-f to life, to mere life, and then he will be happy. Now, let 
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us contrast this With Aristotle. Aristotle would of course say nan has no superflu¬ 
ous faculties: he must develop all his faculties, hut in their proper order, far 
' the sake of the good life. And this notion of the faculties, as Aristotle says, 
implies that man is by nature a political or 'social animal. How, let us first see 
how this is affected by Hobbes: mm is not by nature a political or social animal; 

( society is entirely conventional. Han is by nature asocial, because he is by 
nature antisocial, or proud. Vian is therefore by nature miserable, because that 
pride belongs to his nature. The principle of the sound life is self-preservation: 
concern with mere life, and liberating oneself, as it were, from pride. But—and 
this is the implication—this concern with mere life, and doing everything for that, 

{ is indeed incompatible with happiness as a state of contentedness. Man can never 
be content. And if contentedness is an implication of happiness, Hobbean man is 
always miserable. How, on the basis of Hobbes. Rousseau tries to find the possi¬ 
bility of happiness in the sense of contentedness; and the solution is partly im¬ 
plied by Hobbes: liberation from pride, concern with the opinions others have of 
.us, imagination. For some reason Rousseau seems to believe that opinion and imagi¬ 
nation go together. In opposition to Hobbes, Rousseau thinks that the liberation 
jfrom pride and opinion is sufficient not only for self-preservation, but also for 
happiness. This seems to be the connection. 'Whether Rousseau can leave it at 
that, we must see. But this is the point. So, in a way, he agrees with Aristotle 
jand the classics: happiness is possible , as a state of contentedness. But his 
.u n de r sta ndin g of that happiness, of the substance of that happiness, is radically 
'different. Bid you want to say something? 

A: Bid you say that Rousseau said mere life was happiness? 

S: Read him: "Every man who wished only to live would live as a happy being; 
hence he would live as a good man, for where would he have any advantage in being 
evil?" I repeat the decisive sentence: "Every man who wished only to live would 
live as a happy being.” Good. But interpreted and developed on the basis of what 
one can know from other utterances of Rousseau, it means of course not the mere 
life, as then all men would be happy. But he doesn't say that: men who had no 
wish but to live. You see, someone who is drudging, say, in some terrible uranium 
mine in Siberia, or whatever you take, he is of course miserable, because he is 
not satisfied with mere being. If he were satisfied with that, it wouldn't make 
any difference to him whether he lives in that uranium mine, or whether he lives in 
the Kremlin ruling millions of people. 

! A: He says that primitive man can have a certain degree of happiness. But don't ■ 

1 you think he would also agree with Aristotle , and say that if he developed his 

1 faculties.... The primitive man hasn't developed all his faculties;- therefore 

Rousseau might say that that happiness which consisted in the coming together of 
one's desires and the ability to fulfill those desires when the faculties were 
developed would have a greater happiness than that of the primitives. 

S: Yes, probably. I believe that too. But nevertheless it would be as it were a 
return on the highest stage of man's intellectual development to something which 
in its core can be experienced by every human being, and even by an animal. 

! A: In that sense, too, happiness is not mere life for Rousseau, is it? 
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) S: He it, he has no better word for it than sentiment of existence; sentiment 

) of mere living. Shat is difficult. 

A: I Just wanted to get clear that...wouldn't bodily suffering of course be a pain? 
I mean, the man in Siberia might be suffering bodily pain.... 

3: les, sure, Rousseau would admit that. hr. Butterworth, you wanted to say some¬ 
thing? 

i A: I +h-inV that part of the answer on this question might come from the passage 
; that you read a couple of times ago, chapter 8, book I of the. Sfliyfafllfili> uilere aaa 
| definitely would be happier in developing all his t hin gs if his society.... 

I S: Does he say "happy"? He becomes truly a human being; but does he say happy? 

1 That is the question. 

A: would there be an inconsistency between Rousseau saying that if a man had no 
yi ah but to live he would be happy and the point that you have been raising that 
happiness was a balance between faculties and desires? Because presumably man is 
by nature capable or more than mere so that this desixe to just live would 

be mriffia facie out of balance with faculties. 

/ S: You mean the non-developed faculties, as it were, would create inner pain? That 
is what you mean. Yes,' but on the other hand, some of the faculties are superflu¬ 
ous. So the ppin that non-development might create is better than the much greater 
r . a -in which the development creates. I think we must really leave it for the tine 
being at this point, and admitting the very great difficulties if we want to under¬ 
stand him. In other words, Rousseau has found a notion of happiness. By the way, 
we have not discussed one element yet: the remorse of conscience, the pangs of 
conscience. What is going to...well, of course Rousseau would say, this man who 
does not have any desire but to live will not take away anything from anybody else; 
therefore he will always have a good conscience. So he would not be bothered by 
• Hvi a point, tor. touller? 

A : When he says...a few pages over, he brings in the cure for social evils: the 
substitution of law for the individual; and arming the general will. 

3; Where is that? On which page? 

A: On page 49. 

S: Let us wait. But, all right, yes? 

A: He also speaks of the resignation of primitive man before death, which the non- 
willing of the Stoics cannot approach.' 

S: Yes, sure: death is the absolute limit; but, in other words, if death destroys 
p ft pa-f hia human pleasures, as is here assumed, then the only reasonable thing to 
do is to get reconciled to death. This is what the Stoics in their way said, and 
what Rousseau says. 
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A: But they can't do It, this is ay point. 

S: Why not? 

A: They cannot approach the feeling of.... This is only to say that the equality 
or equilibrium of desires and faculties is only,in the primitive state. 

S: But there is no power to prevent dying; and therefore he who wants to live always 
on earth at least, is hound to he miserable. Because the greatest misery always 
threatens him; and therefore if he does not become reconciled to death as an inevita¬ 
ble necessity, he will always be unhappy. 

A: Could you go over once again what the Stoic view of happiness is? 

S: Perfect self-sufficiency. Even if you have the most terrible pains—the famous 
5toic, I think it was Panaetius . or was it Pnn-f rfnni us. who had terrible pains 
gout and gallstones at the same time, and he claimed still to be happy in the midst 
of that. Rousseau does not go so far. Rousseau had all kinds of bodily ills, and 
he would say, no, bodily ills are too much; they are genuine, just as Hobbes says. 
Hobbes also makes the distinction, by the way, between imaginary evils and true evils 
and true evils are bodily evils. I forgot now—it is somewhere in the Leviathan . 

It is very clear. So this we accept. 

So let us see; we have not yet a complete picture of Rousseau's notion of 
happiness. We proceed step by step.' Let us read this passage at page 46, beginning 
of para 4, a sentence quoted by hr. duller. 

A: "Prudence I" 

S; No, "foresight." 

A: "ForesightI Foresight which is ever...all our troubles1" 

' S: Tea. Positively expressed: if you are satisfied with living now, enjoy the 
sweetness of existence, and do not think beyond it, that is the only happiness ?os- 
; sible. In the moment you are worried of how you can continue that feeling of exist¬ 
ence in the future, in the moment you become concerned, with self-preservation, unhap- 
: piness enters inevitably. . 

A: Is this connected with the New Testament idea of let tomorrow's troubles...suf¬ 
ficient unto today....? 

S: Yes, but not in this way. Here, what is suggested in the passage about the 
lilies? What does that mean? A: Pardon? S: The passage about the lilies 
in the field. What is suggested here? Hot worry too much. But not the extreme 
which Rousseau takes. The kew Testament doesn't teach that the mere feeling of 
existence is the only possible happiness. 1 mean that there is...from every point 
of view, one cannot possibly approve of constant worry. I mean, even in the proverb¬ 
ial ethic: let us cross that bridge when we come to it. If you worry about every 
bridge you might cross, you would be constantly in misery. J*r. iwrrisoa? 
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A; some kind of a notion—I don't know if he gets around to this later 

on—but the idea that to be conscious of the problem of happiness at all is to waV* 
happiness impossible, as you might say. It presents a...that places an obstacle in 
the way of happiness, that to reach a higher level of consciousness, once you are up 
there, you are in trouble. If you are just living as the lilies of the field, if you 
are just being a natural man, just working, and not worrying, and not philosophizing. 

I end not generalisi n g and thinking nasty abstract thoughts; would Rousseau say that 
1 such a person could be happy precisely because he wasn't thinking about whether he 
i was happy or not? 

i S: No. 'what will happen to him is this: he will be compelled.... I mean, men must 
\ think of self-preservation, that comes out. And therefore he will be compelled to 
enter society—and there is Hr. Muller's point —i.e. a source of unhappiness. So, 
the only happiness of which man is actually capable is that of not remaining below 
! the level of the citizen, below the level of Cato, to take the great example, syco- 
phant, but to transcend it. And that is the preserve of a very small number of 
people; Rousseau would of course include himself. Jhat Rousseau does is, in other 
i words, in a modified form—in a radically modified form—is the Aristotelian notion 
! of—in the Kicomachean Ethics— end. The political or practical life, actuality of 
moral political virtue, is happiness; it requires equipment. And then there is some- 
1 thing transc end i ng it: the theoretical life, which requires equipment to a much 
I lesser degree. Because Aristotle thinks of course of a man who is politically active 
I in the highest possible form: a statesman, when you must be, in the schema which 
I Aristotle assumes, well-bom, of reasonable wealth, must have family. All 
| worries, you know? But the theoretical man as theoretical man is beyond these 
.worries; he needs equipment to a much lesser degree, and this is a higher form of.... 
[This is you can say what is behind Rousseau; but Rousseau cannot maintain the suprem> 

‘ acy of the theoretical life as Aristotle understood it—we will try to find the 
i reasons—and therefore he gets this upside-down theoretical life, which is the senti¬ 
ment of existence. 

f A: But would Rousseau say that the unhappiness of people who do not have the capacity 
i to go up to this top level is increased by being pushed above a certain level aa if 
they were going to get there, when they can't? 

I 

| S: No, no; what happens here, but which cannot yet be developed, is this: there ar- 
: of course enormous compensations in being a citizen. I mean, speaking purely from a 
: point of view of happiness, or even of pleasures, the pleasure of self-love, of amov. ■- 
■ propre—especially of pride—come in. Patriotic pride, for example, will compensate 
for many hard shi ps; not only of civilian peace-time life, but even of soldiers' war- 
i time life and dying for the country. Shis kind of thing, you know, as Rousseau says 
; somewhere, he cannot say everything simultaneously; and this has one advantage: we. 
can really follow the steps of the argument better. Pardon? 

A: Shis latest statement sounds like Lasswell. 

S: Yes, well, there is a connection between Lasswell .... But who ever said that 
lasswell says nonsense always? No one ever said that. Good. Turn to the bottom of 
page 46, when he describes the miserable life we lead since we are not wise. 

A: "Thus we grasp...least part of ourselves. 1 ' 
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S: Stop here. Every man who is not vise is only a fraction of a man, because a 
large part of him are things, places, human beings, who are not him. This reminds 
of the description of the citizen as a fractional unit. In other words, this men 
being fractional is a broader phonmnAnnn than that of the citizen as citizen only. 
This I wanted to say. 

Somewhat' later—I do not have the reference here—it must be on page 47 or 
48, the para beginning "Society has made men more feeble, not only in taking from 
him..." Yes? 

A: /~Fage 48, para 2 j 7 "•••not merely by robbing...for his needs.” 

S: Yes. And let us then go on, the 3rd para from this. 

A: "When our natural tendencies....his lack of strength." 

S: "by his wealmess." 

A: "...by his weakness. He who...providing he is self-sufficing;.. 

S: I.e. provided his desires do not extend beyond his forces. Yes. 

A; "...it is so with the man who is living in a state of nature." 

EKD OF TAPS SHE ONE. 


A: "He who does what he likes....back into infancy." 

S: Let us stop here. So you see, on the one hand, Rousseau of course admits that 
children are imperfect men; to that extent he admits that. But as I say, he tries 
to qualify it as much as possible. And the second point, in this quotation as well 
as in the preceding one, which we have seen before: the state of society is a state 
incompatible with happiness. A citizen as citizen cannot be happy except in a spur:- 
ous way; that Rousseau repeats again. Now let us read the next para. 

A: "These are weighty considerations, and they provide a solution for all 

the conflicting problems..." 

S: "for all contradictions of the social system." So, in other words, the contra¬ 
dictions are essential to the social system; and therefore if Rousseau's teaching 
is self-contradictory, he is entitled to say he only reproduces the contradiction 
inherent in the social system. This is; not a self-contradiction, a true self- 
contradiction. But there is a solution, and what is that? Jhat is that solution? 

That is page 49, para 3> 

A: "There are two kinds of dependence....like the lavs of nature..." 

S: "The lavs of nations" means, of course, the positive human laws, not international 
law. Yes. 
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A: "...like the laws of nature, could never....which raises his to virtue." 

« 

£: Yes. So you see, that is a very interesting point, because at the beginning 
Rousseau simply said no solution of the contradiction is possible. Zither man or 
citizen, you remember that? Row, here, he begins at least to play with the notion 
of a possible solution, and he indicates it. Row, the formulae which he uses here =- ' 
,are fundamentally the formulae of the "which we will take up later. 

{So therefore, we can say, the well-constructed civil society brings about the closest 
{approximation of the citizen to the man; say, in a democracy, man lives, in a way, as 
| naturally as if he did not live in society, subject to laws. Row, this of course 
jin this strict sense cannot be achieved, as will be made clear. 

Here he surely states again the principle of what he regards as a sound edu¬ 
cation: no subjection of men to men. Dependence on things is inevitable—I mean, 
we need food; we need shelter—but dependence of men on men must be avoided, i.e. 
since it cannot be avoided completely, it must mean mutual dependence. If I depend 
on X as much as X depends on me, I am not simply dependent on him. So, und er a con¬ 
dition of equality, of social and political equality, the dependence of men on men 
would be as small as it can be. Now, it follows also—we cannot possibly read every¬ 
thing—it follows also that a child must be taught to bear sufferings, bodily pains, 
because otherwise he would be as a grown-up being all the time; and 

there Rousseau is rather tough. You know, no spoiling of children regarding heat and 
cold and hunger and thirst, end so on. We do not have to read that. 

Now, let us turn to page 53, para 2 to 3* 1 believe it is. Let me first see; 
no, that cannot be. Can you give me the translation for one moment. You see, that 
is very awkward; I cannot find it. I only read to you what must be in this neighbor¬ 
hood, this sentence: "With the age of reason begins the civil servitude." Do you 
have that? 

A: It is at the top of page 53, the first full sentence. She translates it "the 
slave of the community." 

\ S: In other words, civil life is necessarily a form of servitude. Beginning of the 
| first chapter of the "man is bom free, and everywhere we find him 

' in chains. How does this change take place? I do not know. What can make it legit¬ 
's imate? I believe I can answer that question." So, in other words, the problem of 
\ political philosophy is to understand the difference between legitimate chains and 
{illegitimate chains. Chains there will be in every case. In the next para, what 
jyou read there, "I come back to practice." 

A: "I return to....from necessity." 

"The very words...a large place in it." 

S: That plays a role in childhood. Yee. 

v 

A: "Before the age...wrong ideas to them..." 

S: Let us stop here. He develops this there is no duty, no sense of duty in child¬ 
hood. You remember when he spoke of an innate sense of justice, and this excited 
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a o n a of you. That doesn't moa* an innate sense of duty. It means an inna te sense 
of whether the child can be offended; it means an innate sense of my right, and not 
of any duty. That is the "rirHimim we have to say. But let us come to a clearer 
statement on-page 55 in the second half of the second para. 

A: "Lavs, you say....wise man needs no laws." 

2: So you see, laws are something very questionable; reason. But reason can only 
be vis ed with men, a^d not even with *11 men. But force. That is very interesting. 
There is no place for obligation, laws. T he r e is only a place, strictly spea k i n g, 
for reason on the one and force on the other. Let us read the next para. 

A: "Treat your scholar...,claim any authority over him." 

S: There is no obligation or authority. There is only force. Go on. 

A: "Let him only know....no more to overthrow it." 

! Si Let us consider that! will the child.... I mean, there is no authority; there 
' is no command, no prohibition; but there will only be "no's." From time to time 
! there surely be no's, no's which cannot be explained to the child, because he 
i anVa reason. Sow, is this really conducive to the non-emergence of rebellion, anger, 

1 and all these things? I fail to understand that. Yes? 

A; If you grant to Rousseau that it is possible for the child to avoid imputing wil' 
to things, and then you, the tutor, you turn yourself into a t h i n g, a wall of brass,... 

S: Yes, but t hen we corns back to our old question: can the child make this distinc— 
i tion as simnly as grown—up people do? You know, what we discussed last time. I mus 
say, there seems to be something very wrong uniaag we assume that the intention of 
the Em^le is not merely to give instruction regarding the education of children, but 
if the book is at the sam* time also an intellectual experiment along the lines which 
f I stated before, namely to construe the development of a human being without any prej- 
/ ludices, without any prejudices whatever, and see where prejudices would necessarily 
| come in. With this thought in mind: no civil society possible without prejudices, 

!but there are desirable prejudices and undesirable prejudices; and then the best 
, j Thing would of course be to have the best prejudices. But .let us see: in order to 
realize both the necessity of prejudices, and also which prejudices are the most 
I rational ones, we must iwka an experiment, with a child until we see—for example, 
that a child in the cradle wouldn't need prejudice is obvious——but when does the 
1 need for prejudice emerge, under what conditions? And what l igh t does it throw on 
j the prejudices in general, and on the best prejudice in particular? I believe, other— 
j wise,I cannot see how one aaTl understand that. Row, let us first.... We have to 
consider a few more vary important passages. Page 58, para 2. Yes? 

the para 

Of nan 


says, "is an 
this assertion. 


A: Would it be of any help if we were to read the next sentence after 
Mr. Reinkan just finished reading, where he says, "It is in the nature 
patiently to endure the necessity of things"? 

S: Where is that? I see: "and this word, there is not h ing left," he 
answer against no everyrebelled." 1 deny the truth of 
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A: But then he qualifies it importantly. 

S: No, even if he knows it is true. Even if it is not there, then £et it, by hook 
or ty crook. Have you never seen a brat...? 

A: isn't the importance of the qualification. It is like the example of the 

later in ° very book: once the child realizes he is up a g a ins t the wall 
of brass, everything went all right; but as long as he figured.... 

> S: Yes, but to what extent can he know it universally—I mean, in a given case I 
j adait—that is the question. In other words is imagination, or however you call thst, 
j w h i makes people have foolish thoughts, does this not develop necessarily? Can 
j its development be prevented by any means? That is the same question, from a differ¬ 
ent point of view, which hr. Reinken raised: is not this education of Rousseau, 
based on so many artifices, lies, deceptions, is this a natural education? How can 
you expect a natural human being to come out of this u nna tural education. It is 
only another way of it. Does he not begin really at the wrong angle, although ther* 
are many things he ways which are. very sensible? I mean, the particular t h i ng s; 
for example, one should not...training children to bear the hards h ips of weather as 
soon as possible, this makes sense; and many more t h i ng s. But the point...I mean, 
if the book would consist only of simply absurd proposals, no one would have even 
Iread it, I suppose, and we wouldn't have. It contains also a lot of sensible things; 
but the question is, is there not a vitiating principle to the whole thing; and 1 
would say- it is because he assumed that man is not by nature a social being. Thert - 
fore the education of the child absolutely by himself ...and the moment you would ha/e 
a bunch of kids, the difficulties would arise inevitably; even if there were five 
;Smiles educated each by his own Jean-Jacques Rousseau, if they would come together, 

;the fth-i.ifligh competitions, or whatever you call it, would arise im m e diately. 

A: But this is the thing: he nas denied himself that this could ever be put into 
practice. 

S: Yes, we come to that exactly; that we discuss now. On page 58, third para. 

A: But besides the fact of whether you could ever put it into practice, the great 
question is, what is the major effect of saying t h is, if it can be said? 

{ 3 . But listen: I it is terribly important for a scheme of education whether 

lit can be put into practice or not. Don't you think so? This is the question. Now, 
this question is answered in the passage which we are now going to read. 

A: "There is another point...of this method..." 

S: let me see: "But where shall we place this c h i l d in order to educate it like an 
insensible being?" i 

A: At the bottom: 

"But where s ha ll we find... .remove him from human society?" 


S: "from all humans." Yes. 
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A: "Will he not always....will not be an angel?" 

S: So, you see. Now, what does this answer? 

A: "Here we have....nearest to success." 

S: Tes, in other words, it is a goal which can never be achieved. But it is some- 
thing the approximation to which decides about its goodness, that is the point. 

; That is very interesting. What notion of an end is here implied? It is not the 
[ classical notion of the end, where the end is understood to be something which can 
I ( be achieved—not necessarily by all under all circumstances, but which is possible. 

<j ; Plato 1 s Republic i the insistence all the time, however ironical that may be, this 
j is not only desirable, but also possible. And he must prove its possibility. Plato 
! does this in the Republic— -as it were at an impossible object, this particular poi- 
j ity; but the way of thinking, the method, is meant seriously. Just as in Aristotle ; 
j possible; you must show the possibility; and if it is not in itself possible, then 
it is foolish to approximate it. But where do we find impossibilities as giving 
r the light to man? Where do we find that? Somewhere else. Not in the classics. 

A: In the /"medievalist?// tradition? 

j S: No, no. Here the possibility is always assumed. 

A: Spinoza presents the human constructs as.... 

j S: Well, we don't have to go into any speculation. Take such a thing as friction- 
| less motion. The typically modem concepts—of modem science—of ideal cases, 

-here ideal case means something which is impossible in the nature of t h i n gs, but 
| which are very simple constructs which permit you to analyze what is actual. This 
: notion of ideal which is not ancient or medieval, which came up in the modem age, 
j this is guiding Rousseau. In other words, what you find in former times £S the onlv 
I preparation of that are mathematical things: a circle, a true circle. /Black b oard/ 
i Veil, you see: no circle drawn on the blackboard is a true circle. Here, empirical 
proof of that; and even if hr. Reinken would do it, it would not be a perfect circle. 
; ! So, that is impossible. Mathematical things cannot be sensible things; cannot be. 

! What we mean by mathematical things are always jnoetig things. We can represent 
I them in sensible things, but it is only a defective representation. Now, what hap- . 
pened in modem times was this: that mathematical physics means—if I understand 
anything of that—this: it is possible to have mathematical things—not numbers or 
geometrical figures—as the key to the visible cr sensible things. In other words, 
such a thing as the perfectly black body in optios, or the frictionless motion, 
these are physical concepts—not mathematical concspts properly speaking—physical 
:concepts of a mathematical structure. Does this make sense to you? 

A: Very much sh. . i - 

1 S: Because fir. Reinken is as far as I know the only one properly trained in the 
exact sciences here; therefore he is Apollo for me. So, Rousseau's per¬ 

fect education, has this character. Now, it was fully made clear, as far as I can 
see, by Kant: for Kant an ideal—say, of a perfect society—requires only one proof 
of possibility, namely that it is not self-contradictory. That you should show the 
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conditions of its possibility, by looking at human nature, for example, that is out. 

; Because otherwise you don't know of how much perfection human nature is capable. If 
| you want to have infinite progress, you cannot take your goals from human nature as 
empirically known, because human nature as empirically known can be modified indefi- 
| nitely. And taerefore the only criterion, according to Kant , is that it is free 
' from self-contradiction. Now, these constructs /blackboard/alao are free from self- 
contradiction, of course; otherwise you could not use them as models. This I think 
we must keep in mind. In other words, the education described by Rousseau is an 
ideal case in the modem sense of the word, not in the older sense. 

Row, the first condition that he develops in the sequel: the educator must 
be perfectly virtuous, and especially kind, and as he puts it in the para following, 
toward the end of the next para: "love the others and they will love you." What a 
sanguine assumption! So the child will see nothing but kindness if the tutor is 
kind. You must admit that that demands much credulity on our pert. The child will 
of course, under these conditions, if all this is correct, the child will never see 
vice in any form. That is wonderful; but Rousseau has no t shown that it is possible. 
If the whole environment which the child will ever see veil be virtuous human oeings, 
well, it is true, the child will never see vice, as long as he doesn't leave his 
home. But Rousseau didn't assume that the valets and other people all would be vir¬ 
tuous human beings. Yes? 

A: To some extent, he says to explain to the child that these people are sick.' 

S: Yes, that comes in the sequel; tnat is correct, and he shows the example of an 
old grumpy gardener, somewhere else, who gets angry. And then he is told, well, not 
that he is a bad man, or something: that doesn't exist. Because if you tell the 
child that there is wickedness, you plant the seeds of wickedness into his heart. 

That must be avoided. So, you say, that poor man is sick. Sure. That is developed, 
it is indeed true. So, in other words, what Rousseau must have—and that goes 
through the whole work: a make-believe world, a make-believe world. The natural 
education is a make-believe education. That is, I think, something.. .this does not 
necessarily condemn it, but it surely is not so natural as it would seem to be. 

Good. We turn now to page 61, para 5; because we have to think of the end of this 
class. 


A: "Our first duties....interest to them." 

S: So, you see now how you have to understand the remark of the innate sense of 
justice that he made before: it can only be a sense of ay right. Whether that can 
so easily be divorced from the sense of duty—that the others owe it to you not to 
interfere with your right—would need some argument which is not given here. 

A: It seems to me that if you connect the passage which we just read before, about 
if you're nice, everyone else will be nice to you, with the passage that was just 
read, the former passage mights, be taken to mean that the only way you will get peo¬ 
ple to be good to you is to be good to them, or to suggest a calculation such as 
you find in Puffe ndorf or'Hobbes: if you are not grateful, you won't get gratitude 
in return, or.... 
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S: Veil, you see, we cannot read everything: there was a passage around page 49, 
para 4 or thereabouts—we cannot read everything—where one would assune that the 
reaction of the child would be gratitude, but where Rousseau only sees the humilia¬ 
tion. That 1 find very interesting. 'Well, since this seems to be of some impor¬ 
tance, let us read it then. You have the passage? "Leave the child in the depen¬ 
dence on things alone." 

A: Yes, page 49, para 3. 

"Keep the child....circumstances occur again." 

S: In other words, they are not punishments proper, but only evil consequences. Yes? 

A: "It is enough...forbidding.'him, to do wrong." . 

S: Wrong' doing has here no moral sense. Doing the wrong t hi ng. 

A: Like a blunder. S: Yes. Go on. 

A: "Experience or lack of power....with a sort of shame..." 

3: "With a sort of humiliation," he says. Stronger: humiliation. In other words, 
the possibility of gratitude for kindness must not be tolerated, because that is a 
feeling of inferiority; and then he will wish to. become superior, and is already a 
•jyrant when he is two years old. I found this very characteristic. 

A: I am trying to follow this: is there almost, in this world.... What Rousseau 
has succeeded in doing would be to eliminate ethical discourse altogether. 

S: Yes, up to a certain point. I mean, that is exactly what we have to watch: 
where does the sense of obligation or duty arise? Up to now, we haven't seen any¬ 
thing of it yet. 

A: This is strikingly close to the positivist program as put in certain kinds.... 

5: Yes, I have no doubt that Rousseau has had a terrific effect...! mean, he was 
watered down, made in many respects more commonsenslcal and pedestrian, but in other 
respects also made more vulgar. And in this form he h?a conquered the Western 
world. I know that; that is the reason why we read him. hay I mention one point? 

We don't have time to read it here: there is a book, or rather a series of lec- 
. tures by C.S. Lewis, the English author, The Abolition of Han, which is worth read- 
; ing from every point of view. It is his.criticism of social science positivism or 
i / right^ And he calls these men here, in the first lecture, man without chests, 
meaning they admit bodily desires, and they admit reasoning—in a way: namely, hor 
to get the objects of bodily desires. The other things, the values, as they are 
called, are merely subjective. In other words, there is a lower part of the body— 

> stomach and below—and there is a brain; but there is no thing in between, there is 
no heart. This is not a bad description of this view of man. I recommend it to 
; your reading. C.S. Lewis, The Abol -tt-inn Mart. New York, 1959. 
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Good. So, I hope it is clear by now that if Rousseau speaks so emphatically of an 
innate sense of Justice, that doesn't mean very much; there can be no doubt about 
that, And we must see how Justice gradually arises. 

Row, it is clear, and it is stated on page 62, note 1, that Rousseau has 
of course no objection to spanking. Xn this respect he is very reactionary cosh 
pared with present-day educational theories. Because that is simply an exercise 
of force. Force is allowed; only no authority. That is the difference. Let us 
turn to the note on page 64 . 

A; "Moreover if the duty....at war with himself." 

S: Because he becomes moral, that is the point. The rtricT* contradiction of wibti 
is the contradiction between natural, i.e. amoral and civil or w or st man. In 
other words, that is absolutely ambiguous what he says here. He uses traditional 
language: there is a law engraved in the hearts of men. And what is that law, 
the first law of morality? State it again. 

A: your own good to others.. ■J 

S: Ho, here. That is not the law of the conscience. Keep your word given; per¬ 
form your' covenant, the contract—that is it. He baa promised it »*»$ mic -t- w>«»p 
the promise. This duty to keep one's obligation, that is the thing 0 f which he 
speaks.. The primitive law of conventions or contracts, the obligation • wh-inh 
it imposes, this is tbs primitive lav on which society rests. Row, whinh great 
moralist said the law, the m o r al law, can be summarized as the law of keeping your 
covenants? 

A: .Hobbes. 

S: Hobbes, of. course* Leviathan , chapter 14—I have written it down here some¬ 
where—rand to the be ginning of chapter 15. Hobbes's doctrine is a bit more comple— 
cated: this law is only the third law in Hobbes. But it is the operative law. 

Vihy? Because all obl iga tions cannot possibly be' derived from your commitment to 
: someone else • You are not obliged to be good or to anybody else • This obli¬ 
gation, must arise from your contract with him, or with other people. All obliga¬ 
tions arise from contracts, and t her efore there cannot be any obligation if there 
is not a primary obligation to keep the contracts. Anri this primary obligation is 
derived from a fundamental right: the right of self-preservation. The argument 
is very simply this: you cannot preserve yourself if you are not a member of a 
society, with a police force, or something of this kind, which protects life; and 
therefore contract. But since all* obligations arise from contract, there are no 
innate duties, of course. Otherwise you wouldn't need contract for them. They 
arise only from contract. And if you say, but this duty is surely primitive, as 
he puts it here, engraved in the hearts of man, not derivative from contract, 
surely the obligation to perform contracts cannot be derivative from the obligation 
to perform contracts. That is clear. Yes, but it is derivative from the fundament. 1 
right of self-preservation. That is the innate sense of Justice. In other words, 
Rousseau may use a more pious language, if I may say so, than Hobbes does, but he 
doesn’t mean anything different. Let us keep this in mind. But once a child has 
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understood that, however, that self-preservation is not possible without keeping 
one's word, then he becomes, by this fact he enters the moral world, as he says at 
the wrrtng of the next paragraph: "Here we are in the moral world; here the 

door is open to vice." That is also vice beginning. Because if there is not 

yet a moral world, there cannot be vice, of course. I mean, a dog c an n o t be 
strictly speaking vicious, i-iir. Butterworth. 

i A: Just one question here: how do you consider this central sentence that whosoever 
doesn't keep his promise except for his profit is hardly bound by.... 

S: Is this in the next para? A: No, it is in the same note. 

3: But let us read the next para where this thought is developed. Read the next para. 

A: "We are now in the world of morals, the door to vice is open." 

S: That is part of the beginning. Tell him where it is: page 65, at the top. 

A: "Deceit and falsehood...conventions and duties.” 

3: Tou see, the order is interesting: "with conventions and duties." The duties 
arise only from conventions, las. 

A: "As soon as we can do...not to have done." 

3: So, that is the connection between duty and vice. Yes? 

A: "As soon as self-interest...make us break it;" 

S: Obviously. I mean, the difficulty of every utilitarianist . I mean, interest 
cannot be a sufficient ^ a si e because there are always other interests around, sooner 
or later. Yes. 

A: "...it is merely....begin with its mistakes." 

S: I am sorry. This is very important, but that is not exactly the passage. Where 
does he refer to present interest? ;-ir. Butterworth, you had this passage. 

A: It was in the note that you referred to. 

S: No, it is somewhere else. On page 66, bottom, I see now. There it is. "hen 
he speaks...what does he say? "Does this belong to you?'" 

A: "'Did you do it?'..-..never from me;" 

. I 

S: In other words, that he is the promiser; and the duty is not imposed upon him. 
Because right is the first thing, not duty. So he must be willing to al i e n a te 
part of his right. This is the meaning of any contract, of course. Yes. 

A: "...that when he undertakes anything he has always a present and effec¬ 

tive interest...." 
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S: "A sensible interest," wonwiwg an interest which he feels. Yes. 

A: "... "...a sensible interest in fulfi l l ing his promise...." 

| S; That is all we need. In other words, if there is such a present and sensible 
' interest lacking, the incentive to perform the contract lags. Row, look at the 
! social contract: in a civil society, this sensible and present interest which makes 
j clear to you that your interest is to do your duty—or to obey the laws or not to obey 
! then—is of course never complete; because there are possibilities of evading the 
i laws: you must have heard that there are people who specialize in f indi ng loop¬ 
holes in tax laws; and perhaps there are some loopholes which are not real loop¬ 
holes but wfr-ieh may be discovered only 30 years afterward, w hi c h is for some peo¬ 
ple exactly the as if they would never be discovered, you know. So in other 
| words, what Rousseau says is this: if it is manifestly foolish to do forbidden 
' things, manifestly foolish, practically no one will do it. Rousseau gives this 
example somewhere—in the Emile, I believe; it must come later—he says this, a 
1 beautiful example: someone says he is absolutely in love with a woman with whom 
i he is not supposed to be in love, but he cannot resist this impulse. And Rousseau 
made this simple experiment: they erect gallows beneath a window of this lady, and 
he is absolutely sure, as soon as he will have been upstairs, when he cones out he 
' vin be hanged. You will see the love is not irresistible. So in other words, if 
if. the punishment is manifestly before him.... But the trouble is that t h is is not 
! true in all cases, you know. Therefore you must have a general feeling of decency 
cr law-abidingness, or whatever you call it; but that is of course no longer iden¬ 
tical with sheer self-interest, the interest of the desires. And the_ child cannot 
\hsve it yet, p wd therefore the promise of the child mu st be so that the advantage 
jhe gets through the contract, through the promise, he can never enjoy for one 
I second without keeping promise. £Inaudible p hr ase^/ This is the problem: 
how is it possible for men to prefer the common good to the private good? That is 
,-fche question. This is what Roussels Social qgnt-rpct._is meant to bring about. 

,'And the in Rousseau's sense is the man who habitually, universally pre¬ 

fers the common good to his'private good. But this is against man's nature. By 
i nature he prefers his own good to any other good; and there is no innate sense of 
preferring the common good to the private good. No i nn ate sense. In that sense, 
the sense of justice is not innate, what is innate is the desire for self- 
{preservation as something which I must do, and from wh ic h these social obligations 
j derive. But the right of self-preservation has an evidence for our instincts which 
|the r^Tmr.nn good and the pursuit of it does not have. That is the problem as Rous- 
jseau sees it. Yes? 

A.: I found one thing you didn’t mention: on page 52, the second para; the para 
beginning "Let us back to the primitive law." The next sentence puzzles me: 
he says "Nature has made children helpless and in need of affection." Now, that 
is not a blatant contradiction, but it does seem to be a bit inc o ns istent with this... 

S: All right: how would you translate it into another language so that Rousseau 
can... I mean, what is the fact which Rousseau has in mind , which even a social 
scientist of today would admit? 

A: Does he just that he wants someone to agree that he wants people around 
him to like him...? 
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S: Ho, but loot: in the first place X think it is true that mothers of children, 
just as mothers of puppies, have a natural urge to take care of these helpless 
creatures, to give suck to them and so on. And there is some sort of reasonable¬ 
ness in this; because since for one reason or another the young ones of various 
species inc1v^1"e the human species would perish inevitably if the mother would not 
take care of tham, it looks like a teleology, doesn't it? That nature has so ar¬ 
ranged tMng? that the helplessness of the baby corresponds to the concern of the 
mother, even of the father sometimes. 

A: Yes, but Rousseau wants to deny the forming of natural sociality, that the 
party itself doesn't.... 

S: Yes, but you see, Rousseau goes 30 far.... We have seen: man is the least 
; gregarious of ari-impi* for Rousseau. We have seen . But still, how 

i could he do it? Hobbes also admits these facts, by the way, but how does he get 
i away with it? These are just...there is in the first place natural lust, as he 
1 calls it, which leads to the procreation of children. And then there is something 
^ hi™ it, a submoral urge of the mother—-in a way also of the parents—to take care 
J of the children, fhi? does not in any way lead to anything to be called society. 
That is developed by Rousseau at great length in a note to the Second Discourse 

we haven't read—X believe it is not even in the English translation—where 
, he takes issue with T-qcVo . Locke gives the construction on Hobbean lines of the 
conjugal society, as he calls it, when he says there is nothing in particular—you^ 

1 have this also in certain, an-imni species, that they remain together to take care cf 
their offspring. In the case of man this society lasts longer and is firmer than 
i in the case of the other species. He never tells you how long and how firm it is. 

I But the notion is, as soon as the children are grown up there is no longer any need 
i for any relation between the children and the parents, and for the parents among 
[themselves. Do you see? In other words, the conjugal society, if we use the 
| Lockean phrase, is in no way the seminary of civil society; in no way. Because 
the civil society is an association of grown-up males. 

A: Locke would say that your parental obligation remains, wouldn't he? 

I S: In what sense can you these obligations? You see, you must read the cha* - 
j ter in T believe it is chapter 7; X am not sure—where he speaks about that, 

1 and read it with some care; because the first impression is of course this is just.. 
; he quotes the time "Honor thy father arid mother," it soun d s simply a reproduc- 
\ tion of the Biblical thesis, but when you look more closely, you see that is not 
j true; that the grown-up child has any obligation of obedience to his father is 
j due only to the expectation of inheritance. He says that. Locke says, truly this 
j is not a natural obligation. But he says it is a very powerful obligation—I am 
{sure it is. 

A: The B i bl e is a little hard-boiled an the point, too: "Honor thy father and 
mother, that thy days may be long in the land." 

S: Yes, but that is still another story; that is not quite the same. "Thy days" 
means probably something different, namely, the days of the whole nation; that the 
well-being of the whole society depends on that. That is something slightly dif¬ 
ferent, X believe. Good. Yea? 
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A: On page 69, at the top, he gives the instruction, never hurt anybody. That 
doesn't sees to be grounded on this contract. 

S: les, that ve wanted to read anyway. Will you read this? Can you begin at the 
beginning of this para? 

A: "Examine your rules....spring all our misfortunes." 

| S: Who is the one whom he makes happy? A: Himself. 

S: Yes; funny argument, isn’t it? Go on. 

A: "The noblest virtues...pleased with us." 

S: Let us read the note to this. 

A: "The precept....wicked can live alone.'" 

S: That is Diderot, who said it in application to Rousseau. Diderot said this be¬ 
cause Rousseau was so unsocial, ^nri he meant that shows the ftwiianwifaiT. viciousness 
of Rousseau. Yes: ",1 say...." 

A: "1 say....note is appended." 

S: Row, let us see: how would you state that; what is the difficulty? 

A: It seems that this is not really grounded on contract. 

/ S: Yes, that is true. But what does it mean? How far does it give you guidance? 

" Sot to harm anybody; and then Rousseau says when you live in society you necessarily 
harm someone. Does he not say so? That is what we have seen, his change of the 
| fundam ent al law regarding the neighbor: pursue your good with the least evil to 
: someone else. You will harm other people, that goes without saying. But don't 
iharm anyone unnecessarily. That is what it amounts to. Row, Rousseau says—you 
1 remember from the —this is due to a natural interest, which he 

icalls commiseration or compassion; and this is later on reinforced by reasoning, by 
'the very simple reason that if you hurt people unnecessarily, especially, i.e. if 
'you hurt them all the time you will have a very difficult life. So, it is most 
; imprudent to harm people unnecessarily. I do not see.... what is the difficulty? 
Ultimately we come back to this famous distinction we had beforenamely, the. good 
man is the solitary man. Therefore he lives as an individual. j_ BlackboardLet 
us call it "I.” And here we have the citizen. This formula is absolutely crucial. 
!And now, the citizen, of course, is the mati who makes the contract. Tha good nan 
has no duties. You know, that is the key distihction for Rousseau: goodness is 
not virtue. Virtue is based in one way or the other on the social contract. 1 The 
whole world of obligations, duties, virtues and morality is unnatural, yet 
/necessary; that is the point. That is to say, the whole world of the conscience, 
las distinguished from simple natural goodness where conscience doesn't come in, 
{belongs to the world of contract. We must keep this In mint* in order to understand 
the profession of faith of the Savoyard Vicar. There are three core passages which 
we s h ould read, and then we must stop. On page 73, in the third para. 
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A: "If the study of languages...which the symbols express." 

S: He doesn't say symbols, but signs, which is perhaps better, because it is not 
loaded with these complicated theories of symbols with which we are today both¬ 
ered. Yes. 

A: "Kinds are formed....language has its own form....” 

S: Yes. I read this only for those of you who listened to my lecture last K o nda y. 
That is the older view. The distinction between ./ "in audible phrase/ • On page 74, 
para 4, the beginning is not entirely unamusing. "Readers, always remember that 
he who speaks to you is neither a scholar nor a philosopher, but a simple man, 
lover of truth, without pity, without system}" and so on. well, he is not as 
simple as he says. 

And the last point—and that is important to keep in mind throughout—on 
page 76, para 2, toward the end of that para. This we must keep in mind throughou\ 
when he says, "The first word....” 

A: "The first meaningless phrase.... 

/Tave turned off while section read.^7 


S: ...reinforce the stronger. And so, there are many more passages. The key 
principle, I think, of Rousseau's education i3: bring up the child without any 
prejudices, without any trust in other people.... 

3RD OF TAPE. The following taken from class notes: 

I ...without any trust in other people's views. This b e l on g s together with no pride.. 
! pride prejudice go together. Rousseau admits that one can't bring up a child 
! without prejudices, but the greatest possible approximation is what he teaches. 
t The telos is replaced by a man-made goal. 
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S: ...is reasoning only on the basis of the senses. What does this mean? What 
would be the alternative to that? I think one can never understand the thesis of 
anyone if one does not consider the alternative it is meant to exclude. 

A: 1 think it is meant to exclude...it gives the impression to me that the child’s 
reasoning is the stage on the road to complete understanding and reasoning. 

S: Eo; what is the alternative to reasoning on the basis of the senses? What would 
that be? 

A: I think the alternative is reasoning independently of the senses. 

S: But what is this, positively expressed? Let us forget about mathematics, be¬ 
cause what Rousseau says about mathematics in this part is also still based on 
sense activity,£ ?_/. You draw circles, and you count sheep, or whatever it may 
be; that is in itself a sense activity. But what does he exclude? I mean, this is 
very crucial and of decisive importance. What does he exclude? 

A: It excludes anything that is not empirical. 

S: Yes, but state it positively, if possible, in his language. 

A: General ideas. 

S: That is too general; in a way a child does have general ideas. For example, 
when he is 10 years old, he knows this is a man, and this is a man, and this is a 
man; and so he has general ideas. 

A: The innate ideas or faculties. 

S: Yes, that is clear. But-what kind of knowledge? 

Ai Bo you mean the distinction between reasoning and the faculty; that reason 
]_ inaudible/. 

S: Well, you can put it this way; but you see, traditionally the knowledge of 
sense objects, in the widest sense, was called physics—in the widest sense: includ¬ 
ing all natural things. And there was another discipline which dealt with other 
subjects. 

A: Metaphysics. 

S: Metaphysics. And this is, according to ecae very well-known views, this is 
based no longer on mere sense experience. He. , all metaphysical knowledge of any 
kind is to be excluded from education of children. But—and what, may I ask, is the 
highest subject of metaphysics in the traditional sense, the only sense in which 
Rousseau knew it? 


A: God. 
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S: God; this is the point. I mean, this is a polite way of making clear, no word 
. about God to a child. So, it is very meaningful, then, and not a casual remark. 

How would you state, after what you have read and what we have discussed before, 
the ideal of education which Rousseau presents in the Emile as far as we have read . 
it hitherto? fohat kind of man or human being does he have in mind toward which he 
is working in guiding the child? 

A: In this state it is purely a physical development of the child. 

S: Tea, but, even there.... All right, we limit ourselves entirely on the train¬ 
ing of the body; what is that training to effect? I mean, there are various ends 
you can pursue in giving a child bodily training. Some of the passages you mentioned 
already show that: the maximum self-sufficiency, so that he is as independent of 
other human beings as possible. He can live in every climate. He is infinitely 
transplantable. But this cannot be understood if one does not take into considered 
'tion what the full aim of the education is; not merely the aim of the bodily train¬ 
ing. 


A: independence of the opinions of other people, as well. 

S: He had to be a perfectly self-sufficient human being; not to depend in any way 
, on them. This we must always keep in mind. Nov, before we turn to the discussion 
of our assignment, I would like to remind you of something which I have said be¬ 
fore. I' was glad that you did not tell us again—although you would have had 
plenty of opportunity for doing so—how self-contradictory Rousseau's statements 
are. This is of course always true. But as I said last time, in order to find 
one's bearing in these millions of self-contradictions, one must reduce that mil¬ 
lion to a small number of typical contradictions which recur time and again. And 
once one has reduced the contradictions to the small number of fundamental contra¬ 
dictions, then one can begin to consider how to resolve these fundamental contra¬ 
dictions; and if they can be resolved, one has solved the problem of Rousseau's 
thought. 


How, starting again from the beginning, and repeating what I have said be¬ 
fore, the first impression one has from Rousseau everywhere—but perhaps particu¬ 
larly in the Emile— is the key proposition, nature is good; and which is a meaning¬ 
less assertion if one does not see what it excludes. Society is bad; reason is 
bad; compared with nature:' that is the meaning of it. And this Includes also, 
sentiments belong to nature; sensibility, the heart, rather than reason. This is 
one block which goes through Rousseau. ./The second block, of which one sees rela¬ 
tively little in the Emile— at least hitherto—is his political passion: republi¬ 
can, democratic—of course not in the present-day American party sense—and there 
la a clear contradiction between this concern with a certain Irind of political 
society and the condemnation of society as such. . The third item which we have 
found—which we will not perhaps find in the Tfrirn*- but which we did find in the 
Second Diacouraft—is that agreement, basic agreement, explicitly stated by him, 
with Hobbes. And agreement with Locke, which you mentioned is of course equally 
important, but that is so to speak a subdivision, you know. The fundamental agree¬ 
ment, at least in moral, political matters, is with Hobbes, - and therefore also with 
anyone who followed Hobbes, as Locke surely did to a considerable extent. 



Rousseau, 7 


Page 3 


I would Ufa* now to state the issue of the Bnile in the light of this last 
item, because question of Rousseau as follower and critic of Hobbes is suscep¬ 
tible of a clearer analysis than the other points w hi c h X men tioned, like his 
concept of nature. How, the starting point is for Rousseau as it is for Eobbegr- 
I but let me speak first of Hobbes. Traditional natural law is based on the premise 
I that'there is a natural end for man as man. This is rejected by Hobbes; and conse¬ 
quently by Rousseau, although Rousseau uses frequently teleological language. 

But we have seen some indications: the full development of the faculties is bad 
‘ for the species—this he said in the is to say the reac hin g 

and striving for the natural end is bad. Or, as we have seen in the Ssile, there 
are superfluous faculties, and—which is equally important—the actualization of 
the faculties is due to accident. In other words, there is no impulse in man 
towards the actualization of his facilities. This actualization is forced upon him 
by accident. The second point, is connected with the first, is the powerless¬ 

ness of reason. The traditional natural law teaching assumed that reason is power-_ 
ful onm-ig*-! _ The fundamental moral phenomenon mast be a passion. As regards natural 
law, rio- tm-mi law must be deduced from a passion, and t his passion proves to be self¬ 
-preservation, or, negatively stated, fear of violent death. It is also important 
that this is now called a passion and not a natural inclination; very important. 
i r>>i q implies the fundamental moral political fact is a right and not a duty. All 
(duties are derivative from self-obligation, from contract. Pull agreement between 
Rousseau and Hobbes at point. The third point deviates to some extent from 
Rousseau. Hobbes ascribed to natural law still too much power. Natural law by 
itself is powerless. We have to find a passion which takes the place of natural 
|law; Rousseau finds that, as you lsiow, in what? What is the p assi on which 
the place of natural law in Rousseau? 

A: The sentiment of existence? S: Ho. A: Compass i on? 


iS: Compassion; or goodness, as he puts it. So, in other words, the primary and 
most fundamental thing is self-preservation; and self-preservation leads onl y to 
pursuit of your own self-interest without any regard for others. But then we have 
something in ourselves • uhi mitigates that, which fulfills subrati on al l y the 
function of natural law, or the moral law; and that is the passion of compassion 
(or goodness, an aversion to inflict unnecessary evil. But still nevertheless, in 
spite of • fcb'iB important deviation from Hobbes . Rousseau says natural law becomes 
powerful only through the social contract, as Hobbes says; through the powe r of the 
sovereign. We can act justly only if it is safe to act justly. Howwj|^ht make 
the world safe for justice, and that means to establish strong govenmfi^|^tfith 
gallows policemen, the other implications. How, here a ga in there is full 
agreement between Rousseau and Hobbes, and one can say in a way Rousseau goes even 
further. In the last chapter of the second book of the _Sasi&LJSoaiSaOlr~ I think 
it is the second boos—there is a chapter, very short, on the division of law. 

What of laws are there? Now-, when you compare that with any other division 

of laws, whether it is in Hobbes or in Locke or in Qrotius , or whatever you have, 
you see one strange thing, hr. Butterworth? 


[*>e 


IHKstJ 


At There is no mention of natural lav. - 


I S: Ho mention of natural law any more. There are all kinds of laws: penal laws, 

{ civil laws, 1n* °T ,rip ' ^ laws, or what have you, but no natural law. Natural law 
i as such disappears* So, a about the agreement between Rousseau and Hobbes . 
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Now I come to a point where the disagreement will gradually appear-—not in 
the first stage: we establish then, following Eobbes. a natural law teac hing start¬ 
ing from the fi ght of self-preservation, leading via the social contract to the 
order of civil society, the rights of the sovereign, and show by this very fact 
that natural law, while being the basis of society, becomes superfluous within 
1 society, within society you can no longer appeal to the natural law. That is 
characteristic of both Eobbes and Rousseau —Locke is seemingly different. Now, 

!how is this natural T- qy teaching related to political reality? Answer: political 
reality falls short of it; even for Eobbes . because what Eobbes teaches regarding 
isovereignty of the state—the key teaching—exists almost nowhere. Sovereignty in 
I Hobbes's sense was the exception rather than the rule. There were all kin ds of.... 
l PaVp the English: where does sovereignty reside? In the king? No. In the king 
and parliament; but that is...we don't know where it fits. In fact, of course, one 
could say...well, in Hobbes's time it was really unsettled, and therefore there we 
were all kinds of troubles. But in the 18th century it came to reside in parlia¬ 
ment, but still.... And other- forms: there were fundamental laws in all the con¬ 
tinental monarchies, i.e. laws not subject to the sovereign. The French kin g 
could not abolish the Salic law which decided about inheritance of the throne, 
as you know. He couldn't do that. That was a fundamental law. There were other 
|fundamental laws.... Fundamental laws are incompatible with sovereignty, strict 
I sovereignty. So, there was no sovereignty. As Hobbes wisely put it, his Leviathf - 
is in a way as utopian as Plato 's Republic . It is hot derived from experience, as 
you read in the textbooks—that he simply put down the practice of the European mon¬ 
archies—the practice of the European monarchies was very different from what 
| Eobbes taught. We see then that what happened in actual fact, what we may call 
I the natural development of the species, leads to imperfect social orders. 

jOr, to state it in Rousseau's terms, the natural development of the human species 
I leads mostly to despotisms. There are some exceptions—Sparta and Rome espec i all y — 
but even they are very far from being perfect. The natural development of the 
human species surely leads through the state of savagery proper, of which Rousseau 
had so much to say in the Savagery proper, and that means—al¬ 
though it is not said in the but it is clearly implied—through 

a state of unlimited superstition. This is the present state of affairs, according 
to both Hobbes and Rousseau. Therefore the fully developed reason of some out¬ 
standing individuals, like Hobbes and Rousseau, must intervene in order to correct 
the natural development of hiiwow species. Is this thought clear? It should be, 
because it has became a major element of the modern tradition. Th i n gs just happe:.: 

I one stupidity is replaced by another stupidity; some are less stupid than others, 
but ■P ntiHampTit.fli iy they are not sound. The soundness only come from a superior 
mind who arranges things. But how is this correction to take place, that is the 
jquestion. Hobbes' s answer was simple: enlightenment. Hobbes's Leviathan must 
| become the textbook in Oxford and Cambridge, and there the gentry will learn the 
truth, and they will spread it, for example, by being justices of the peace, and 
whatever they may be. That will come down to the peasantry eventually, at least 
in the country. . 

j Here Rousseau disagrees. That was the reason why he got into troubles 

! with the French philosouhes , as they were called—the men around th&^afiHSlflBediSj 
some of you will surely have heard of that. I mean, Hobbes , partly by himself an* 

' partly through Locke, conquered France in the 18th century. The enlightened des- 
f potism became the ideal of these French philosophes, and they produced a big work 
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! called the Encvclop&die. which came out in 1751» X believe—for the first volume— 
and this preached the enlightened despotism; and the so-calle d nhvsiocr&ta also be¬ 
longed to this movement in a way. Row the most famous names /blackboard/ are 
d'Alembert and Diderot. These were all acquainted with Rousseau; and there is a 
writing of Rousseau against d'Alembert which is very interesting, on the spectacles 
in France, on the theater in Geneva, because d'Alembert proposed that the Genevans, 
who were severe Calvinists, should finally come about and have a theater—tragedies 
and comedies, you know—end this was actively condemned by Calvinist thought as in¬ 
compatible with true piety. So, Rousseau then attacked d'Alembert far this partic¬ 
ular attempt to enlighten the Genevans, and defended the old austere order. This 
writing to d'Alembert has been translated by isr. Bloom, and he has brought it out— 
Vir. Bloom is also a former student of mine—it has been brought out in the Agora 
Collection of the Free Press. 

! But to come back now; so, Rousseau did not believe in the popular enlighi-- 

! enment. That was his great difference .from Hobbes , Locke , Voltaire and all the 
j others. There is plenty of evidence for that: we have found it especially in the 

hut also elsewhere. But the argument of the Emils is somewhat dif¬ 
ferent. The correction of the natural development which leads only to imperfect 
! society is not possible once men have grown up. These young men studying in Oxford 
or in Cambridge—the gentry whom Hobbes wanted to reteach, 're-educate—are too old 
for that, even if they are only 16 or 18. This correction is not possible once 
men have grown up. It must begin, so to speak, at the moment of birth; surely in 
. the earliest childhood. Reason is powerless to eradicate the prejudices in grown¬ 
up men, including adolescents. Education must he natural from the very beginning. 
Prejudices must not even be permitted ever to enter. Once they enter, you are lost. 
That is the obvious message of the Emile . This is the connection with the whole 
doctrine. 

Let us turn now to our assignment. We will find quite a bit of confirma¬ 
tion about all this and other things in reading it. Let us turn to page 78 in the 
translation, in the third para towards the end. This is in his discussion of La 
Fontaine's fable, the crow and the fox. We need only the end of this para. 

A: "This is the way...in other tales." 

S: "in the tales of someone else." So, in other words, this is the goal of educa¬ 
tion from the very beginning: a child must be enabled to have and at least to ac¬ 
quire judicious criticism, which is not impressed by anyone, and which /can distin¬ 
guish between truth and falsehood in the narratives of others. So, the ordinary 
education, not only by fables, but also by fairy tales of course, would be the same 
thing. That is what Rousseau means: if you tell then of dwarves and giants, and 
the wolf and the grandmother, the child will believe anything. If a wolf can answer 
these famous questions—you know: why do you have such big ears, and such a big 
mouth—then if wolves can talk, God knows what can talk, or what can do what. Row, 
let us turn to page 80, para 4, second half. 

A: "Society requires a rule....author does for both." 

S: This reminds you of the question raised in the very beginning, of the two-fold 
or even three-fold education people undergo in France at that time—"we undergo," 
as he puts it—and which are contradictory. We come to that later. Page 81, para 2. 
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A: "If children are not...motive could they have for learning?" 

S: Do you understand that? This is a key principle of his education, 'we can put 
it this way; clear and distinct knowledge from the very beginning. A child oust 
not be asked to do anything for which he doesn't have a reason which he under¬ 
stands . He cannot have clear and distinct knowledge in the way a philosopher <-an 
have it—that goes without saying—but as much as possible. &»«■ thought on page 
82, para 4. Let us read the beginning of that para. 

A: "If, in accordance with the plan I have sketched..." 

S: "I have begun to sketch." I mean, she is really.... In other words, you can¬ 
not trust a translation in any way. 

A: "...you follow rules...this is nature's order." 

S; Stop here. That only confirms the pgmia thing. T he id has & narrow horizon, 
but it is possible to think rationally in that narrow horizon as as in the 
broadest possible horizon. If you ask th-i« rtMia to act a nd wir rationally in a 
man 's horizon, you damanrf too much; the wMi is wholly unable to do that. But 
within his small horizon, he can be as rational as the grown-up in his. Th-ia 
is the goal of education. The perfectly unprejudiced child, that is the method of 
nature; that is to say, no opinion, no prejudice enters. He refers in the sequel, 
on page 84 or thereabouts, to Spartan education: at the aw^ of the first para. 

A: J?age 84, para 2, end^ "This was the education....as of their blows." 

S: This I mention only here because the Spartans did not, after all, give their 
c hil dren a strictly private education with a tutor. They gave them public educa¬ 
tion. And this is an indication that the Antagonism between private and public 
education emphasized at the very beginning, between the education of ™w and the 
education of the citizens, will be overcome in the Emile to some extent. It will 
not re m ai n at the extreme antagonism stated at the beginning. Now, let us look 
at page 84, para 4. 

Ai "Take the opposite....preserves the forms of freedom..." 

S: T dhy does she not say "the appearance of liberty"? I'm sorry I have to blame 
a memb er of the fair sex. There are many maw who translate in the «ama manner, I 
grant you. Tes? 

A: "...it is thus...a word you could not foretell." 

S: This is, I think, also a very important point. One could say Rousseau's natural 
education is the most artificial education imaginable. It is based on a systematic 
deception from the very beginning. Artificial, unnatural: nothing is truly spon¬ 
taneous; it is all arranged. And one can say critically against Rousseau it does 
. have this artificial character because it is based on the untrue premise that mart 
is by nature asocial; and therefore the very notion of the solitary wbiid is in 
agreement with this false principle. One only has to of how he is kept away 



Rousseau, 7 


Page 7 


from other children with whom he would wish to play. Obviously he sees other chil¬ 
dren and then he hears things which he has never heard before. Someone says to hin, 
■you lie; he has no inkling of lying, and then suddenly he understands that; he has 
become corrupted for the rest of his days, according to Rousseau. But how would 
Rousseau defend himself? He can of course not deny the utterly artificial character 
of his education; but how would he justify it? 

A; To be natural does not necessarily mean that you don't need habituation. He 
might agree to that extent with an Aristotelian view. 

S: Ho. 

A: To give history direction is necessary, because the environment is no longer 
natural. 

S: Yes; he said something to this effect near the beginning. In other words, the 
alternative to a so-called natural education in a wholly artificial world is not 
truly natural. Artifice enters into education from every point of view. When you 
say to a child when he asks you how are children boro—a question which Rousseau 
discusses later—you say the stork brings them, or something to this effect, then 
you also use artifice. Rousseau uses other artifices, but he would say, artifices 
you have to use. But the question is, what purpose do the artifices serve; and he 
says his education is natural in spite of its artificial character, because the 
purpose it serves is the natural man, the natural man being the wholly self-suffici^n. 
individual, or self-sufficient as possible, tie can have another example of that 
when you turn to page 102, the second para—we will have to come back. 

A: tihat is the context? 

S: Playing with other children—that is the point—which Emile is permitted. 

A: "Picture to yourself.,..betray his lack of skill." 

S: tihat I wanted only to show here is that of course competition, pride, disappoint¬ 
ment of pride and so forth—all these things enter; and there are many other exam¬ 
ples of that. But the justification of it, you will probably find here on page 109* 
This was still within the limits of today's assignment, I believe. 

A: Yes: to 114. S: 109, in the second para. 

A: "Moreover, in this occupation....jealousy between us." 

S: Here he admits that rivalry is bound to come in, but he believes if he is the 
only rival of Emile, no harm can come of it. Well, it is clear that this is no 
completely satisfactory solution from his point of view. If rivalry, pride, feel¬ 
ings of superiority or inferiority are completely deadly to the human soul, he can¬ 
not avoid it by any artifice. And Rousseau will later also admit it, as we shall 
see. 


A: Sh a ring is pleasant far him, too. Doesn’t that mean an admission of socialityv 
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S: Yes; but this is one which is more akin with compassion, which has not hin g to 
do with potential enmity. You see, rivalry means potential enmity, whereas s h a ring 
of pleasures is not in itself—if it is genuine sharing—of course cont ain s not hing 
of enmity. 

A: Rut sharing is.... 

I S: ...a social phenomenon, yes. Well, this cannot be maintained that man is by 
nature asocial; that must be modified considerably. Now, let us return to the 
earlier passages. We turn to page 39. Read this para which begins "In this way 
you will make him patient,” and so on—meaning, never forbid and never command: 
that which we have heard so often. Now, what does he say. here? Page 89, para 2. 

A: "As for me....go out without me again." 

S: You see again, the constant interference of the social feelings of superiority 
and inferiority can in no way be avoided. We come now to this passage which was 
emphasized by Father Vaughan regarding the doctrine of knowledge. That is on page 
89, bottom, to the beginning of the next page: "The first natural movements of man. 

A: "As the first natural movement of man is to measure himself with his - 

environment...." 

: Si "with everything which surrounds him." 1 believe that is a bit better than 
"environment," where you take the environment as one block; whereas when you say 
"everything which surrounds him," you see this environment consists of many things. 
No one has ever seen an environment as environment, but he has seen the things 
which surround him. Yes? 

A: "...to discover in every object he sees those sensible qualities..." 

S: "all sensible qualities." That is also interesting. Nell, I cannot correct her 
all the time, but from time to time only to warn you, if you want to study Rousseau, 
you have to learn French. Yes? 

A: "all sensible qualities...for his own preservation." 

S: "relative to his own preservation." 

A, "...He is turned...place in the world." 

Si You see what this means: no metaphysics, in any sense of the word. 

A: "...While his delicate...as yet free from illusions..." 

S: You see: prejudices are secondary. The first things are—in present day lan¬ 
guage, which Rousseau does not here—pure sense data; no opinion, 

no prejudices ever enter; and let us not tamper with that. That is also another . 
example of what Rousseau means, nature is good. These primary data are all sound 
and true. What we make with them by our prejudices, by not reasoning properly, 
that is the bad thing. Yes? 
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A: miow Rousseau uses the example of a child in conventional society that he knew, 
or that he was the tutor of, as in this case, rather than keeping with Exile, would 
you say that ve have to think carefully about why the departure occurs, or is it 
not crucial? 

St I don't know what you by that exactly. Veil, he is not brought up with 
anyone, with any other child. 

A: Emile. But occasionally in this section, Rousseau refers to other c hildr en 
rather thaw Emile; that he was hired as.... 

S: Ho; that he does partly in contrast to the others: look at how the Fre n c h 
society bring up their children and how unreasonable; and look how I bring up 
Emile. That is one point. But this' is uninteresting, because that is mere polemics. 

/ 

A: I mean, when he refers to a.child whom he tutored—the father hired him to 
tutor a child. 

* 

S: Oh, I see. tm** of course was a case not as clean as the case of Emile, sure; 
it was a non-controlled experiment. Here we have a controlled expe rimen t. That 
is easy. But the difficulty is, of course, that Emile cannot possibly be kept from 
prejudiced >miMm beings, valets, maids, and so on; and he cannot possibly be kept 
from other children, because, that would create a.... A child who has never pleyed 
with other children is really a thtm* of freak, and.therefore he has to permit that. 
And this is of course an enevitable difficulty, which he admits, but which may vex^ 
well ondarigwy the whole thing, as he, I believe, also knows. So, I believe the 
difficulty as you stated it does not exist. Rousseau says, the Sail** is an ideal 
c age wh-ifth cbh never be actualized; never: you can only approximate it, and to 
different degrees. Rousseau is saying, take this as your model and approximate it 
in the case of your as as you can. This is what he means. Mr. J ohns on 

A: I was thinking: there was one case where there was a race, and he is going to 
teach the 1 d discipline; he goes throu gh several pages with this specific 
example, and he is careful to point out to us in the beginning that he is experi¬ 
menting, the whole experiment of the child. This child is not E m ile. There were 
of course other children who were racing. Would you say that this was the main 
reason, merely the fact that there were other children that have to be involved, 
and therefore....? 

S: No. We must distinguish two things: A) when Rousseau speaks of actual exper¬ 
ience he had as a tutor or as an observer with other children: these are of course 
actual facts, they can be either good or bad approximations to the ideal edu¬ 

cation. That is one thing, And the other thing is then he speaks of Emile, the 
guinea pig, and sees how even in that ideal case you cannot have completely fric¬ 
tionless motion, not a completely air-tight of the hypothesis. Mr. Morrison? 

A: I was going to say along the same lines; it has seemed to me that when the 
weaknesses.. when he wanted to say something about the fact that friction was bound 
to come in, it seemed to me, rather—and I think that Mr. Seltzer was implying— 
that he deliberately goes to these other examples in order to.... He leaves Emile 
in order to point out the fact that Emile is. ; that the frictionless 

motion is not possible. 




Rousseau, 7 


Page 10 


S: Yes, but I believe be would still say this case.... For example, be bad the 
case of a Lord Hyde, an acquaintance of his—*1 don't know whe th e r you have read 
that; whether we are as far—and this is an approximation, be would say. But of 
course that refers only to special cases. This boy was well trained by bis tutor 
In observing, and hi.a mind was not cluttered with book-learning; that was very 
good. But in other respects—that is implied—the education was of course not a 
1 model. In other words, here and there educators do some of the good t hin gs, and 
fRousseau tries to bring these successes in limited points together, makin g a whole 
of it, wnd make clear the principle of it. That is what he does in the Emile . 

But this whole as presented here is admittedly not feasible. How let us turn to 
the next para where we stopped. £Page 90, para 

A: "Before you can practise....easy and correct." 

S: l Phi« passage wa s discussed by Father Vaughan, and he felt that this was so m ehow 
something of an overstatement. Veil, the strongest statement along these lines 
which I know—which goes much beyond the traditional saying, a he althy min d in a 
healthy body; much beyond that—occurs in Spinoza 's Ethics , part V, proposition 39: 
"He who ha g a body apt for most things has a mind whose largest pert is eternal." 
Translated: he who a body most apt to the most things has the most perfect 
mind; strict pw* a i between body soul. Of course the basis of that in 

Spinoza surely is bia dootrine of the p^Tai l <=>!,•» of body and soul, the doctrine 
TjVii f«>i is somehow the background of ™*^b of 18th-century thought. Rousseau depends 
on the physics or the metaphysics of his age, there is.no question. The depende n ce 
on Locke was another sign of it. 

A: Is there any reason why he said "true reason" in that passage? S: Where? 

A: Where he says that true reason developed apart from the body is a mistake. 

S: Yes. In other words, in contradistinction to a sham reason or corrupted reason. 
Perhaps we turn to page 96, 5th para, at the beginning. 

A: "in exclusive education...the latter is of more use." 

S: Let us stop here. In a way of oourse Emile's education is the most exclusive 
of all educations. But this is a superficial difficulty; superficial in so far as 
Rousseau would say it is not meant to be exclusive, for privileged human beings, 
to make them privileged: it is an education of a c om m on man, un homae vulgaire. 
Page 97, bottom. Let ue read only the second half of this para. /To page 98_/ 

A: "We are better off than they....artificial aids." 

S: "always machines," he said. In other words, we should be as good in darkness 
as the blind are in darkness. I mean, to be able to find our way without lights. 
Again, the principle is the same: the greatest possible self-sufficiency; the 
greatest possible. And what the greatest possible self-sufficiency is, we know in 
this respect: we know empirically from the observation of bli n d people who don't 
need.light, who don't need light and can walk without light. The greatest possible 
independence of machines, of any artifacts. This is all one thought: independence 
of machines, independence of opinions of other men; and, positively stated, clear 
end distinct knowledge gives the greatest self-sufficiency possible. The education 
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is natural education because man is by nature a self-sufficient individual; because 
man is by nature asocial. We come always back to that. Let us turn to page 98, 
the third para. 

A: ”1 would have plenty....exceedingly brave..." 

S: "Soldiers" after "the philosophers"; "soldiers intrepid in day, tremblir 

in the night like women..." 

A: "...at the rustling of a leaf....What makes the deaf suspicious..." 

S: "The same which makes the deaf suspicious the people superstitious." 

Namely? 


A: "Ign or a n ce of the -things about us, and of what is taiHwg place around us." 

S: Let us stop here. So, not simply opinion—tales of nurses so on—but 
ignorance is the cause of superstition and prejudices. In other words, superstition 
nas a natural cause. It arises independently of opinion. This moona that natural 
man 1 - is superstitious: remember the savages of the Smile, in 

contradistinction to the savage, will not have superstitions; for—and here we cams 
1 back to the argument—the savage as superstitious »»» does not live in the natural 
t world, but in the world of imagination. Natural wan in the strict sense—and Rous— 

| seau does not always use the term natural mayi in the strict sense—is living 
! entirely in the natural world, and not in the world even of m w own imagination. 

I Natural man in the strict sense is a mm fully awake. In the light of naturalness 
: thus understood, almost all men at all times, surely T"^ in the state of nature, 

I have been and are unnatural. But naturalness thus understood is indeed naturalness 
| as an find — teloa . This -connection with imagination becomes perfectly qpt» from 
the note to this particular passage,which is too long to read. It is a quote from 
Buff on, the famous naturalist. Read perhaps the last sentence of this note, the 
quotation from Buff on. 

A: "’ Ther e is, therefore, a natural ground...would have us think.’" 

8: So, in other words, that is even stronger. Even without the 
specters arise naturally. Let us turn to page 100, the end of para 1. 

A: "I hear a noise....nothing ve can do? 

"The cause indicates....of the maxim, ’Prom the accustomed things there 
la so passion... 1 " 

S: "derives no passion." 

i 

A: "...for it is only....will not be afraid." 

S; You see,' Rousseau speaks here again of his difference from what he calls the 
philosophers. And the difference is this: reason by itself cannot liberate 
from the power of imagination and the needs of the instinct. You need in addition 
habituation. Now, this was of course no innovation; do you remember someone who 
had said something to this effect before? 
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A; Aristotle . 

S: Yes; and Plato , too. This was only a consequence of a certain kind of philos¬ 
ophy, the so-called ratio n alist p h ilosophy of the 18th century. On the sane page, 
the fourth para. 

A: "There comes a stage....days of our childhood." 

8: Yes; he says "of the first age," and this has, of course, an ambiguity. ;ihile 
, in the immediate context it naturally refers to childhood, it ran also mean some— 

I thing else: the first age of the world, the childhood of the human race. Let us 
stop here. You remember this very phrase, "the first age," occurs in this passage 
I in the Second Discourse where he praises the state of the savages. 

| This throws again l i g ht on the reason why Rousseau questions teleology. Maturity 
j is not simnlv. i.e. in every respect, superior to childhood, which I believe every- 
one would admit. The question is only whether it is superior in the decisive 
! respect, not in every respect. But this way of thinking which Rousseau adopts lea.:s 
eventually, of course, to the equality of all ages, babyhood up to the last decrep- 
I itudes of the man of 100. 


END OP TAPE stub one. 


S: ...and the equality of the ages, also to the equality of the epochs, the equal¬ 
ity of cultures; things with which we are all but too familiar. Now, in the sequel, 
page 100, para 5 following, Rousseau gives an example from his own life. We simply 
don't have the time to read all this, but, when ha was as a young maw in pension 
with a Protestant minister, M. now, what does the example show? I ran 

only state ny opinion; we cannot read it. The example, it seems to me, shows in 
fact——as distinguished from Rousseau's interpretation—that fear of being ridiculed, 
of being disgraced, of bad opinion, enables one to overcome fear of ghosts and dark* 
ness; and X have no doubt that this is true. But this means, of course, something 
which is not natural, in Rousseau's opinion—you 3mow, fear of the opinions of 
] others—meyenable us to overcome this of fear. This baa something to do with 
. the question we have taken up on an earlier occasion, which was stated as follows: 
can Rousseau have disregarded or overlooked the phenomenon of what Plato calls 
spiritedness, or the inability of children or early m en to distinguish properly 
j between w il l s and t h i n gs? You remember that discussion we had: ran the child 
i j really see that the stone which hurts him, or the chair wM r»h hurts him, doesn't 
(have a will of its own; end is this distinction between wills things not beyond 
1 the unders tan d ing of a smal l child, at any rate? Now, let us turn to page 103, 
para 4. 

A: May I ask: with this darkness thing.... It seemed to me, when looking at 
that there was a.. •. I felt sort of the shadow of an allegory looking over my 
shoul d er. 


S: In the Lambercier story? 


/ 
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A: Yes; and the whole episode, why he gives such attention to this business of the 
child being able to see in the dark ?nd being happy in the dark. I found myself 
wondering whether there wasn't some oblique, perhaps discreetly veiled reference 
“o—anticipating later discussions—to religious questions. 

S: Yes, that is all there. TiJhat does "the man without prejudices" mean, the ^«»n 
who has no fear of ghosts? That goes further. Again, some Iciowledge of 
Hobbes is helpful. Nov, how does Hobbes define religion? Hoes anyone remember 
that? 

A: Fear of the powers invisible. 

S: Fear of powers invisible, yes, and he also uses the word "ghosts"; these are 
together. His open attack on religion has a title: "To the Kingdom of Darkness"." 
Sure: darkness, ghosts versus what does <»ni < gh- t cmnwan* mean? Tha world rh j 
clear, sunshine, and in principle everything perfectly clear, no enigma of any 
hind remains. 

A: But the point would be, it seems to me, that it is a sort of double-edged one, 
as it seems to be later, when we come to it, that for Rousseau there is not light, 
there is in fact darkness; and you have got to realize that it is darkness, and 
go by touch, not try to go by sight. 

S: Yes, this is da rkne ss, natural darkness. Hut natural darkness must not 
become—I use again Hobbean language—spiritual darkness, you know. After all, 
is it possible—to take the lowest level of the argument as it is presented here— 
is it not possible to be in the dark, have no light available, artificial light, 
without fear? It is humanly possible 

A; And if you rely, particularly, on the sense of touch. 

S: Yes; the more you cultivate the senses which may supply for the sense of sight, 
the freer you are from such fears. 1 repeat it a gain «nd again: the ideal of 
education presented in the Emile is the °»n perfectly free from prejudices. So, 
not only was he not instilled with prejudices by an THndn of people in child¬ 
hood, even the natural roots of prejudices have become atrophied. That is the 
point. I mean, in a way that is the most rationalistic book ever written; and it 
is very strange that Rousseau wrote it. I mean, the other philosophers of his 
age would of course not have interfered particularly with the education. I have 
not read for this purpose, as I should have read, Locke's Treatises of^ Eduq^lon. 
There are two treatises of Oh education: on e is—I forgot the tiSe—onel 

read, and that deals with the education of a gentleman, «nd this is a very charm¬ 
ing piece; that I have read a relatively short time ago. But there is another 
treatise, the one to which Rousseau refers, which I have not read; but I don't 
believe that Locke would ever go so far. I thinv that is indicated by Rousseau's 
polemics. Yes, Mr. Seltzer? 

A: In this Lambercier story, where the teaching is that fear of being ridiculed _ 
enables one to overcome fear of ghosts.... 
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S: Yes, but this indication is not stressed by Rousseau. In other words, that it 
was a kind of vanity which was used is not stressed by Rousseau. But Rousseau 
again would say, I don't say that t h is is the ideal method——if there were many 
children, it would be a difficult thing—but it is only an indication that fear of 
darkness can be overcome. 

Ai This goes back, though, "to ny earlier point: would Rousseau use on Emile fear 
of being ridiculed to overcone fear of darkness? It doesn't seen to me that he 
would, because he doesn't want to expose him to ridicule. 

S: Of course not; yes, sure. But I think, in fairness to Rousseau, one oust ""i"* 
this distinction—that is the question which I believe I-ir. Morrison raised before- - 
sometimes there are examples of what, if I nay say so, real people in the real 
world do, like this. And these of course are not immediately applicable to our 
!guinea pig in the test-tube; that is clear. But on the other hand, they 3 how that, 
for instance in this case, fear of darkness can be overcome. In this particular 
case in the real world, it was overcome by an appeal to the vanity of the young 
boy. This should not be done; but the example is good eno ugh to show the possibil¬ 
ity of overcoming it. We have to find a substitute for that; .and I don't Imow, it 
jis left to anybody's i m agina tion how Rousseau h-imsaif as the tutor of would 

ihave done it. An d I suppose he would have said—well, this boy h«a of course no 
;inkling of ghosts: Emile—there is something in it; what could it be? Is it a 
‘bird, or is it a four-footed animal, or what is it. Let's see. I tell you what 
we. do: we will crawl, so that we cannot fall, each around tM« particular place; 
and we will always give sounds to each other to know that we are all right. Some¬ 
thing of this ki n d, I suppose, where vanity would not be involved. That we have 
to figure out for ourselves. Yes? 

A: The sequel to the Lambercier story seems to imply very strongly that Rousseau 
is well aware of the importance of spiritedness, and he is nudging tvio reader. 

IS: He wants to make him courageous, there is no question. 

A: But as to the necessity of this spiritedness, this almost anger, he says first, 
"You will ask if I am giving t h is anecdote as an example of the mirth which I say 
should accompaly these games"; and that paragraph concludes with saying that it is 
the reassurance of a number of people. The n he goes on and gives a description of 
another such game s i mila r to his own whi c h is plainly resting in vanity, emulation 
and superiority, and calls your attention to what it was, and says do not read ny 
book if you expect me to tell you everything. 

S: That is perfectly right. He says all the time, I am speaking to intelligent 
people, not to people l ik e isi. de Forme—a critic, you loiow; that is a very nice wa’ 
a critic—to him I would have to tell everything, and thou it would * 
be impossible to write any book. Now, in the case of vanity, we disposed of that. 
But what about fear? Of course Emile will have some fears within his limits—I 
jmean he will not have fantastic fears, but he will have some fears—and he should 
[be taught to overcome it: not by precepts, not by saying you coward, but by show- 
i ing that there is no ground of fear. Well, that depends: for example, the dog 
may be a wholly u nkno wn dog, and he may be very vicious, and really tear to 
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1 pieces, and so something.... But he discusses that, how to treat harmless things, 
1 dangerous things, and things of which it is unknown whether they are harmless or 
Idangerous; he has discussed that. I could not give the application in this partic¬ 
ular case, but I think someone sufficiently interested could figure it out. 

A: To go back to the question I asked earlier about religion, whether there is 
sort of a general blast against prejudices, and so on, is the m a in point. It seems 
to me that he does this here, but that the position from which he does 

this is not quite so simple as might appear in that it is not really an enlighten¬ 
ment point of view; that really in a sense what he may be implying here, it seems 
to me, was that the natural state of man is in fact darkness, and not light. And 
it is for that reason that the sense of touch is much more important than the 
sense of vision; because he says some very strange things later here about the 
sense of vision, as if it were wrong always to try and look with the sense of 
vision: what you've got to do is to realize that you're in darkness, and go by 
touch. 

■ 3: Well, this leads to a great problem. I do not exclude that—I haven't seen it, 

I which doesn't mean anything—but because this is of course one great point. You 

I know, the traditional view was. the sense of sight is the noblest of the senses, 
tend ail our traditional terms—contemplation, theoreia. whatever they are—are all 
’vision; all point to the sense of sight, the noblest sense. And now...but let us 
assume that the only things that are, are bodies and bodily. Would this not lead 
to the consequence that the sense of sight is not as important—and I think there 
!is even some evidence of it, come to think of that; unfortunately my poor memory 
1 fails. There is a verse in Lucretius —you know, surely a materialistic author—in 
which he speaks of that. The verse begins with this: corpora et tenge . In other 
(words, bodies can be known as bodies only by the sense of touch. Unfortunately I 
[don't remember that, but I could look it up. So in other words, has this...agains^ 
[Hobbes: body—there is nothing but body, as Hobbes puts it. Does this not lead 
[to the consequence that the sense of touch takes on an importance which it other¬ 
wise would not have? That is the kind of question one would have to consider. 

Let me see. 

A: He talks in several places of the necessity of correcting...he says you can't 
use your sense of sight unless.... 

I S: .That is a simple thing; I mean, that played a very great role in the psychol- 
• ogy of the time— and in Berkeley especially, I remember—how we become aware of a 

■ thing, of anything, like a chair, or whatever it may be. That our sense of dis¬ 
tance, for example: in order to acquire it, the sense of sight is not sufficient; 
jit must go together with an exercise of the sense of touch as well.. Now, I have 
ibeen interested in that manyyears ago; and at the moment I cannot put it together. 
Let me see, what is that? .^Blackboard J In the 18th century, second half of the 
18th century, people proposed fundamentally a change in psychology. Up to that 

- time it was understood there are two...the fundamental division of the soul: the 
1 cognitive parts—senses and and reason and so on—and the appeti- 

| tive part: willing, desires. And then people said suddenly, there is need for a 
1 tri-partition—and this had had a terrific success—thinking, willing, and feel- 
.ing. And the later tri-partition of philosophy, of a certain kind of philosophy 
! into logic, ethics and aesthetics has something to do with this tri-partition. 


Rousseau, 7 


Page 16 


! Sow in this, connected with feeling—sentir—having sentiments. What is feeling, 
i originally? ^Knocks on podium J You see? I mean, this raganing of feeling was 
I somewhat lost—I mean, of the sense of touch—hut the connection was still there. 

/ That this is. the truly, in a way the deepest of all awarenesses which we have, 

I this is infinite. In a way it is quite good that we think- of these implications 
i some time and don't believe that these questions can he settled in a single semi- 
i nar. To that extent, it was quite good that you brought that up. It surely h».g 
nany , and since the word sentiment is so crucial in Rousseau all the 

I time...yes, sent im e nt ; and that is primarily touch, ftany, many years age, when I 
| was more interested in Hobbes than I am now at present, I collected some material 
I about these t hings , but it is not present to my mind right now. But the simple 
I start ing point, it seems to me, of such a study would be the massive, brutal aca— 
jdemic fact, the tri-partition of the soul along these lines: thinking, willing, 
feeling—instead of merely tMniHng nnri willing—which was proposed. You find 
j this, I suppose, in every normal history of psychology—I suppose- —and then one 
j must work one's way backward and deeper, and then one can find out something, 
j The whole problem of aesthetics in modem times is wholly unintelligible without 
] going into this story of feelings. People didn't speak of feelings in this way 
- before; or rather, the term occurs, but it meant something very different. The 
| Ariatotpi-i an analogon to what is called feeling is to some extent pathet ; being 
, affected, anger, envy, desire and so on; being affected—a term which in this 
i general way, pathos, applies also of course to non-human things as well: a stone 
^ is affected by rain,, of course. Yes? 

A: There is a tie-in there to £ inaudible^, too complicated to work out elabora 
tions: that if you are in the dark and you are finding your way by touch, one of 
_the things you cannot do is see where you are going, in the sense of an end. 

S: -Ho, rather this way—I mean I made it clear to myself in this simple way: you 
are on a couch in the night. It is dark; and then you hear some little noise, and 
you get so me t hin g, you catch it; and you know it's a mouse, which is not for all 
people a pleasant experience. Still, I would say I thSnic most people actually 
would still switch the light on, and only after having seen it would I say it is_ 
a mouse. Sven if I was almost certain before that it was a mouse. You know, the 
e n li ghtenin g thing, the sense vh-i in the end lets us see, that makes us aware 
of verities, is not the sense of touch, but the sense of sight. 

I 

A: I was t hinking in terms of a journey, teleology. 

S: Yes, but that is, I believe a big.... You know, these are these, if I may say 
so, the mistakes young people make, that they see sometimes the t iwk-g too 

directly. But some connection surely exists. But I believe the simpler way is to 
start from the question of how we become aware; whether, in becoming aware of 
j bodies as bodies, the sense of touch does not have a certain aptness. By the way, 
j according to a certain Aristotelian teaching, the sense of touch is in this sense 
| the distinguished sense: that all living beings, all gr-ir-tnia have'it, you know, 
even the lowest; whereas the sense of hearing of sight is already lim- 

| ited to the h ighe r animals. But this is only the reverse side of saying that 
I sense of sight is the highest, the most noble seise. 
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How, let us turn to page 103, para 4. 1 mean., these stories which Rousseau 
inserts, whether from his own life or others', oust naturally be considered. He 
did not do merely in order to fill the pages. To that extent I entirely 
agree with hr. horrison. 

1: "There are exercises....deprive it of its natural sensitiveness." 

S: "the natural sentiment." This is a key wore, which we oust keep in mind. Go o... 
A; "The latter are those...discern their variations." 

S: "all their modifications," he says. Now, let us stop here. This natural sen¬ 
timent is necessarily modified by education, that is implied; i.e. almost destroyed, 
perhaps completely destroyed, or improved. So, we never remain at nature proper. 
Education is necessarily, we can say, an alienation from nature in Rousseau's 
sense. But this is not precise enough. The improvement preserves the natural, 
oiling ftpTn p , fc~n-ing to it, whereas the other destroys it. So, the natural education 
can be defined, within limits, also in this way: the natural education is of course 
a modification of the natural, but one which preserves the natural and adds some¬ 
thing to it; whereas the bad education is that which is destructive of the natural• 
On page 103, the third para, you find something else which is relevant to th is 
question. 

A: "Here we must just reverse....give them the training we lack..." 

5: "the experience," he says, perhaps one should preserve. 

i 

A: "...and they check...angle for their eyes." 

S: Yes. So, the use of our senses their improvement coming from that use 
shows us what our do; the unused senses become us eless and atrophied, 

and therewith reveal to us the nature of our senses. Said in the greatest gen¬ 
erality, our nature is characterized by perfectibility, and therefore we have to 
take into consideration the perfection in order to understand the nature in par¬ 
ticular of our senses. We have to skip a lot. Page 109, i& the third para. Begirt 
at the beginning. 

A: "l-e badly needed ornaments....our drawings framed..." 

S: In other words, the drawings which Emile is somehow induced to make. 

A: "...framed and covered...on to further emulation." 

S: You see, emulation again. And later on In the same para: "Thus each of us 
aspires to the honor of this particular frame," and so on. So, without the stimu¬ 
lation of amour-propre, education is not possible, contrary to what it seemed to 
be at the beginning, th-i* is one of these sweeping statements with which Rousseau 
begins and which was qualified in the sequel. As he puts it somewhere in the 

ai i our virtues and our vices—but also our virtues——anse from 
amour-propre* Let us say from pride, not from mere sense of self—preservation. 
We admire no one for the fact that he is alive, except in special circumstances 
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whan it was extremely difficult to survive; then we may impute to him certain 
qualities of endurance what-not.. But the mere fact that a man is alive is not 
a recommendation, as you see whenever you apply for any job. I mean, if you say 
nothing but I am alive, that is not good enough. So, self-preservation as such is 
(not sufficient; pride, concern with superiority, according to Rousseau, necessarily 
enters. We must never forget that. It is too easy to forget, and I have forgot¬ 
ten it myself more than once. Page 110, in the center of the 3rd para. 

A; "If I wish to measure an angle...ta k en for granted." 

S: "nothing must be left understood." Clear and distinct, fully conscious lmowl— 
edge: this is the principle which goes through it. Let us turn to page 112, 
para 2. 

A: "What is done can be done." 

S: Yes; that is of course obviously true, and that is underlying Rousseau's exam¬ 
ples. If someone says this is impossible, well, if he has a single e xa mple how 
some tutor did it, he shows the feasibility by this very fact. les. 

A: "How there is nothing commoner....company of Nicolini?" 

S: And so on. Let us perhaps read the next para, ide ca nn ot read all. 

A: "To ay mind..-.for want of practice." 

S: Yes; we must also understand that: these are of course extreme examples. 
Rousseau does not want to mala* Emile a tightrope dancer, and I don't Iciow what 
other circus celebrities; what he wants to show by these examples is only that 
the greatest possible perfection, which is extremely rare, is natural education. 

It must be a meaningful one, not tightrope dancing. Kan is infinitely more per¬ 
fectible than he is assumed to be. That this became a large part of progressive 
education.... I remember that they claimed that the distinction between a musi¬ 
cal a non-musical man is merely common sense, i .8. folklore, but not meaning¬ 
ful. Everyone can become musical. But the question of course is whether the 
effort to make, for example, me musical would be ever worth the effort. That is 
t the question. But that with the necessary effort one can really make anyone 
I Cod knows what, a physicist, or so on, musical, or a poet of sorts, I t h i nk one 
> could take that for granted. In Germany, there was a proverb, you can teach a 
bear to dance. You know, bears can really be taught to dance, but you must ad m i t 
i that ti^is is neither dancing, nor is the method which they use—very cruel method— 
| a desirable educational device. On page 112, the 4th para, you find another des- 
‘cription again elucidating the meaning of a natural education. 

A: "You will tell me...fault with for the mind." 

S: Keening, by these examples of the tightrope dancers. 

A: "The cases are...in the other it is real." 

S: Where is it apparent, and where is it real? 
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A: When the child talks philosophy, it is only apparent. 

S: Yes; and the body.... I mean, if he can tightrope dance, he can . But if he 
repeats phrases he has learned, that is only apparent. Good. 

A: "I have shown that children— .material for instruction for them?" 

S: Let us leave it here. In other words, what does it mean? Tho natural educa¬ 
tion: no compulsion; no precepts; movements demanded by nature, but facilitated 
by youth; and it is all to be done gladly: no sad pedant ramming it down the 
c h il d 's throat. We have a few more pages. On page 113, the end of the 2nd para. 

A: "One can reckon the distance....than that you should tell him." 

S: Yes, in other words, clear and distinct knowledge which is self—acquired; maxi¬ 
mum of self-sufficiency. He develops this a bit more fully in the sequel: culti¬ 
vation of the senses, culture of nature, as demanded by nature; but also acquired 
in a natural manner-—no violence. variety of of nature which here come 

together. Education necessarily is not simply natural, that goes without saying: 
it is a culture of nature. But the good education, according to Rousseau, is a 
cultivation of nature as nature, demands it, and -in a natural manner, i. e. not vio¬ 
lence. This is a good education. Let us only read page 113, the 5th para. The 
question comes now up regarding books; reading. 

A: "Teach him to speak....no waste in anything." 

S: Yes, that is all right, but I wonder how this is possible without precept. I 
don't see how it could be done. 

A: He prete nd s to pay no attention to him if he spoke too loudly. 

S: Perha p s; I don't lmow. Hut you must admit, is this not in the natural 
more cumbersome—surely more cumbersome—and also not necessarily morally superior 
to simply saying don't talk so loud. Or even if he says I beg you don't talk so 
loud; it hurts me. What is practically the difference between that and a precept? 
Rousseau himself blames the old education, when parents said to their children 
"please," where it is in fact a command. Is the mere form of command, the external 
form of command, so decisive? That would be the question. There are other things, 
by the way, wh ic h he doesn't discuss, and whiwould he interesting; for example, 
the or din a r y decencies regarding the digestive process: that children should not 
do certain t hing s at the table, and even otherwise—wind, «T>d tMa THwri of thing, 
what will you do? Simply'run out and say I can't stand that? Well, the whole 
question in general terms is, is precept as bad as Rousseau rtiwinw it is. That is, 
of course, the question to be addressed: also to progressive education afterwards. 
i>jr. Johnson. 


A: First, by precepts, do you Just mopn , don't do this? 
S: Yes. 
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a: Because I was thinking, in teres of the examples wnich he has given with nolle, 
nv, wnen Emile would break the window, and h\? would get cold , 

he'd fix the window again, and he would break it again, then you would put him 
away in a dark place where there were no windows. 

S: Yes; just force, no commands; that is what^he example . Force he can 

use* Just lock in; even spank him* That all right. 

A; Force, and not precept, and not violence—whi.i about violence? 

S- The same. I mean, the distinction is unnecessary to make, unless you mean one 
shouldn't do anything in anger. No, he would sure .7 say you shouldn't act in angez, 
because this would give a bad...I mean, the brat ma^ be unbearable, and -has mignt 
lead to.... There is a story, you know, of the perfect modern educator, who never 
sets anary and who permits the child to do everything., and the consequence is that 
he becomes mad in the end, and he kills the child. To., see, that is also very.... 

A- Isn't this sort of something like the form of precept For example if I break 
the window I ^11 automatically end up down there; my tutor will come m and take 

me down there. 

S* Tes sure. In other words, I do not believe that this—1 ne.vr believed—that 
’ this is’the soundest education, but you must try to understand.... I mean, that is 
1 restively easy to dispose of such a by all kinds of observer*. But 

1 we must understand what drives Rousseau in this direction. I mean, wxu., xs the 
reason of all these proposals partly, on the face of tlien, reMonaWe ai pa-tly, 
on the face of them, unreasonable? And then it is always this: the self-^uficit .t 
■ prejudices, tod therefore the child, toculd ^eec- 

be a child without prejudices, and if it is true that there is an essential Amnec 
tion between prejudice and authority, then no authority. And it 03X1 
thet there is a connection between prejudice and authority: a command means, 
course I tell you, and I don't have to give you a reason. In some cases yon can - 
1 ^^r^sonf^cSse, as Rousseau rightly says, how can a child know 
be good for as a grown up man, a condition of which he has no concr. i “ 

i standing. The old view was, you simply say this is not being done ; x " 

I period. And it worked reasonably well in many cases; m other cases it dida t 
SmS but the working is no good criterion, because who has proven that the p*o- 
eSLSS^S? Tou must have haard of that: they discovered sudde^y 
St Ivan, who knows how to read and write and to reckon better than Joanny might 
create a great danger to grown up Johnny-the grown up Ivan later. And so, this 
was not an entirely irrelevant consideration; Johnny won't understand it, but the 
consequence is that the educational program has to be revised. I mean, that was 
on the lowest level on which educational programs can be revised, but;! think it 
I wkaa improvement. And the idea behind it was of course this: nocompetition. 

: All children are equal, not only in the eyas of God, but as far as *?** •**? “ 

i tic achievements are concerned; the presumption being no grades, no distinction, 
and so that no one feels himself superior to anyone else. Is 
this compatible with human life, that would be the question. I mean, whatever you 
take, sports or whatever else it may be, the inequality stares you » 

2 d it isnot mere make-believe to deny. I mean, what children have to be taught 
is tnat in spite of some superiorities which they may possess they still have to 



Rousseau, 7 


Page 21 


■ behave decently to those inferior to them, in this or that respect. That was the 
cQriar view, more realistic. Now, Rousseau has something to do with this rad i cal 
; change. But what Rousseau has in mind, the overall goal which we must always keep 
in mind, is this: this is an experiment—and not merely an experiment for educators 
in. the narrow sense; he doesn't write for mothers and fathers, he says elsewhere— 

— is this: he wants to show—this is ny understanding of the meaning of that—he wants 
to show when, at what point, for what reason, prejudice is absolutely necessary, end 
therewith what of prejudice is the most rational prejudice. It is difficult 

. That is, I believe, what we must do here. If I may use ny old s chema 
/"blackboard: here is the common starting point for the man and for the citizen. 

;-ian goes in this direction; citizen goes in this direction. Now, up to a certain 
point he educates -Emile as a man, without any regard to society • snd then he says 
he must become a citizen. decisive.. .not leave it at the general 

: remark or notion that must live .in society, but sure specifically. • .but the 
decisive prejudice.... To become a citizen means to become subject to authority, 
obviously. It means to become subject to some prejudice, ibid then here some thing 
is done; than ^m-i t f arrives here, but in a much better way: in other words, he 
;will be a much better citizen than if he were trained this way; mu c h more rational, 
that is the notion. 

So, there is a unity of hia political writings proper, espec ia lly the Social 
and the Emile, but it does not stare one in the face. Che has to do some 
:thinking in order to see that. Is there any other question any one of you would 
llike to take up? 

a: Could you mate* the comparison between Rousseau's education, and his notion of 
, education, for the common citizen with Nietzsche's Genealogy of Morals? 

I 

S: That would be very hard to do; because Nietzsche did not really question that 
sociality of man. Rousseau says is the least gregarious animal; and Nietzsche 
says, man is the most gregarious animal. So a direct contrast is not possible here. 
Especially Nietzsche rejects-absolutely the principle of no authority. Nietzsche 
says—you know, there is a paragraph which we discussed in the last. Nietzsche semi¬ 
nar. in Bevond Good and Evil— that in a way...no; any authority is better than no 
authority; not from the utilitarian point of view, law and order, but from the point 
of view of mpfei-ttg a man a man. You know, growing up without impediment; and he 
gives the example, he says, for example, the compulsion, say, to use only these and 
these forms of meter in poetry makes better poets than if they can just follow 
their nature by just pouring it out, you know? without such a resistance, without 
learning to walk on.... 


: A: But I' had in mind that there were certain things in common. 

S: Yes,- there are quite amazing things. But generally speaking, the relation is 
this: opposition. Nietzsche rejects the Rousseauan schema. But this rejection 
is based on something common which is not so easy to get. In other words, Nietzsche 
does not simply appeal from Rousseau to older writers; he goes in a way in the same 
direction more radically than Rousseau does. I stated it once in a seminar on 
the Genealogy of Horals. how was that? Self-preservation and compassion in Rous¬ 
seau. ... 1 cannot now, I am sorry, I don't r ememb er that. But there is surely a 

close connection, a close polemical connection. 
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A: I was interested in their different views in particular about ma n prior to any 
outside interference; in other words, I would say primitive nan, and for example.... 

S: Yes, but Nietzsche's primitive man in the Genealogy of Morals is a herd man 
absolutely; and the individuals emerge only after a long process of being molded 
by herd moralities, in opposition to that. Man is not from the beginning an individ¬ 
ual, except in the bodily sense; but a man who follows his own law, his own genius, 
as Nietzsche says, that is the end of a very long process, and in no way the begin¬ 
ning; which is, in this respect, more realistic, surely, than what Rousseau seems to 
suggest. 

A: Isn't the sort of sovereign state some sort of an early state? 

5: Yes; and by the way, what Nietzsche says about this point is not particularly 
| ori g i n a l . Bagehot in his book Physics and Politics developed that almost immediately 
i after Darwin' s work: the crucial importance of custom, of a frozen custom, to maV-o 
! the species stable, and this lasted for milennia. This vision is the same as in 
Nietzsche. And now the question is—just as for 3agehot himself, only Nietzsche is 
more complex—how did "progressive societies," societies not simply-custom-bound, 
/emerge, and under what conditions did this happen. Bagehot 1 s book is, I believe, 

| u sua lly not considered in connection with Nietzsche, but it seems to me when 
reads these two books-together, it is quite oavious, the connection. 

So next time, who will read-the paper? 
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S: ...now there are three points which I would like to take up. First.... No, 
generally, I would like to say you seem to be the first speaking in this seminar 
who has some knowledge, or has shown some knowledge, of the history of education 
after Rousseau. You have studied th-ia development? Yes, that oa r be very help¬ 
ful. Nov, you said one difficulty you had which I did not quite understand, be¬ 
cause you delivered your paper at a very great speed: the food question. That 
how peoples are different by virtue of the food they take, you know? The beef¬ 
steak eating Englishmen at one pole, anri on the other some vegetarian nation. 
i»hat was the difficulty you had? You do not believe that this is so important? 

A: What I said was it was not yet established; I do not know whether, if that 
could be established. state that vegetarianism really 

promotes the health; meat-eating is bad for health, they say. Rut I do not know 
that they have established the connection between the character pud the food 

5: Good: in other words, Rousseau seems to be a vegetarian on rather dubious 
grounds, that is your impression. 

A: I have not heard this view."before. 

S: Yes. Well, we have to take this up for another reason, too. Now, you empha¬ 
sized quite rightly a point which we have disregarded completely, I think: that 
Rousseau regards it as best if the chi id is educated by his parents, his natural 
parents, and here we clearly have a case where a child who may have parents is 
regarded as if he were an orphan, and he has only his tutor. How would you ex¬ 
plain Rousseau's procedure, that he presents.. .although he admits that the father 
is the best educator for a child, why does he present a tutor as the best educator? 

A: /"inaudible. To the effect that he thought it was because Rousseau was givin. 
us only the exceptional case^/ 

S: Yes, but still, why does he prefer that exceptional case, as he obviously 
does? 

A: /”Inaudible 7J 

8 : I mean, what is bad influence, in Rousseau's point? 

A: If the c h ild is not allowed to preserve its own nature? 

S: tore specifically: that is too general. Prejudice; authority. -And perhaps 
there was hardly any father who could be trusted in this respect; «cd xie wanted to 
show the model father. So, in other words, as soon as you find a father who is as 
e n l igh tened as Rousseau, it would be ranch better that the father will do it; but 
failing that, a tutor must /"beTy the father. I th-ink- this is what he means. In 
connection with your references to later education doctrines which are based on 
Rousseau, I would like to mention only one little point, a question addressed to 
you. kihen Rousseau says, for example, the country is better than the city for ti ; 
child; and then he means of course, as you stated, country life is more natural 
.than city life, bould this be said today by this present-day uj^to—date 
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educati o nalist? In other words, to show my difficulty more clearly, I would say 
this: from the point of view of present-day social science, country people have 
as much a culture as city people. I mean, the natural man in Rousseau's sense 
strictly speaking has no culture; because culture is distinguished from nature. 

| And in present-day sociology, this is denied: wherever there are men there ere 
| cultures. Strictly speaking, how would this be stated today, if someone would 
i feel that country life is preferable to city life from the point of view of brings 
! ing up children? How would the present-day theorist state that? 

A: £ Inaudible 7 } 

! S: Yes, but here, what I am interested in is, what is the present-day substitute 
\ for what was formerly called natural, in contradistinction to artificial? After 
all, I mean, this distinction between natural and artificial is not entirely arbi¬ 
trary. For example, if you compare a who ha« a wig on, or other unnatural 
things, in comparison to someone who does not have a wig on.... 

A: Privileged and underprivileged children? 

S: Ho; underprivileged are not necessarily....' Think of these many tribes, under¬ 
privileged tribes who have rings through their noses, which is not exactly natural, 
is it? And all the other things they have, you know, the kinship, division, and 
all this kind of thing. 

A: Adjusted? 

S: Well, but all are adjusted somehow to their environment. 

A: I thought the Dobu boys were thought to be exceedingly badly adjusted. 

S: Which boys? I did not hear the word. 

A: From Patterns of Culture . 

S: Oh, I forgot that; I forgot all details. I see. But there must be,-after all, 
some equivalent to that. nr. Butterworth? 

A: I-iorano /"*?_7 says that spontaneity.... 

I S: Oh, spontaneity; that is not bad. That also plays a role in Dewey 1 s book, 
i Human Nature and Conduct . I don't know if spontaneity is the term he uses, but 
j he makes the distinction between two things, custom or habit and spontaneity, I 
| think. That is not bad. So, what is here called spontaneity, in its relation to 
the custom, corresponds to the distinction between the nature and the non-natural. 
But what is the difference here? In the Dewey an... this book I happen to know. 

What is the difference between Dewey's understanding of spontaneity and Rousseau '3 
\ understanding of the natural? Well, it is, if I may use this ugly word, spontane- 
i ity is nature historically understood, mami-irig this: the spontaneity of the bush- 
man, the spontaneity of an Englishman, the spontaneity of a Brazilian differ, be¬ 
cause all spontaneity arises on the basis of a specific custom; and it is a kind 
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: of revolt against this particular culture; this being the case the spontaneity is 
I not universally the sane, but depends on the custon which it opposes, do you see? 

But this is good. Now, kr. lane, you also wanted to say something. 

A: I was going to bring up the sane notion of Dewey. 

I 5: Oh, I am sorry that I anticipated you. Was there any other point? The question 
which one has to raise, of course, is this: whether the post-Rousseauan education¬ 
ists—and by which I do not naan men like Pestalossi and those who cane inaediately 
afterwards, but today—whether they still have...they surely no longer nave the 
sane theoretical basis which Rousseau has; I mean, this notion of natural nan. 

And one would have to see whether this basis is as relatively clear as Rousseau's 
basis. 


But it was interesting to see: you did not find any fundamental diffi¬ 
culty in Rousseau '3 position? 

A: No, except this of the family. 

S: Yes; but then, of course, you are confronted with the question, not all families 
are equally good for bringing up children, and what then you have to do, you would 
then have to have a notion of what is a good family—is this not clear?—for bring¬ 
ing up children; and do these educationists which you have in mind have such a 
notion of the good family? I mean, this ire have to have; otherwise it wouldn't 
be good, would it? I mean, the mere assertion that parents are better- than tutors 
and so on does not help us, because not all parents are desirable from the point 
of view of bringing up children. 

i Regarding the point—that is the last point I am going to make— that Rous- 

sear was the first to see the importance of puberty for education, I simply cannot 
believe that. Because, after all, at all times it could easily be seen; and if I 
remember well, there are many tribes...puberty rites and other things which are 
based on the fact that people are aware of it. And I am sure that if you.... I 
think there is only one difference: people spoke in former times about subjects 
of this nature with a certain reticence, do you see what I mean? And Rousseau 
i obviously did not have this reticence any more. I mean, when you read his Confess 
j sions —have you read his Confesa^gns? —where he speaks about the most delicate 
! things of his own life without any reticence—well, I am sure with quite a bit 
| of reticence, but surely without any regard for what is proper to say. So, in 
other words, this, I believe, is not true, that the crucial importance of puberty 
[was discovered by Rousseau. Good. But in the histories of education this is 
asserted, is it? I mean, I ask you; I have not read these histories. 

A: What 1 wanted to point out here was where he says, at this age the child's 
strength increases far more than the need.... 

S: I see. You mean developing the analysis ./“inaudible phraae_7. 

A: /inaudible^ 

[ S: Yes, but is there not in Plato' s Republic— I admit not this sentence, but is 
[ there not in Plato's Republic something to the effect of the most difficult age. 
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!where children are especially in need of precautionary measures on the part of the 
| ? I believe so. At any rate, it seems to me.... But there is no doubt 

| that Rousseau has spoken about these matters with a hitherto unheard-of lack of 
restraint. Of course, with what we observe today, this was still the rudimentary 
stage. itir. Lane. 

A: ./"inaudible phrase/, their procedures seem to have a unity which i3 noticeable 
but the principles from which they begin in the spectrum are radically different; 
and Rousseau sees a really insidious problem there, an insoluble conflict, which 
Dewey seems to reject, and tries to acclimate his student to the environment as 
he moves along; but is this simply the outcome of pragmatic.... 

' S: Not quite. That is not so, because the nature and the natural life has lost 
| completely the credibility it had for Rousseau. Differently stated, that gyn is 
i a social being is admitted by Dewey as much as by Aristotle , however differently 
I they might understand that. So, you ]mow, this peculiar "individualism," the 
| extreme i nd i v id ua l ism of Rousseau, has been abandoned. You know, Dewey was prac- 
j tically a socialist, and even if he was not a socialist in particular, but the 
whole Hegel ian tradition, especially, and the utilitarian tradition excluded abso- 
■ lutely any notion of a natural man, the absolute rugged individualist, as it is 
‘ intended here. So, it is by no mere pragmatism. 

A: what is the connection with the conflict and tension, and 

the presence of a revolutionary element in Dewey's thought which somehow told him 
that society is changing somehow for the better, always fthawytng . ? 

|S: Yes, that is surely connected with it. Man was always from the very beginning 
la gregarious animal. And this development from, say, the earliest man up to now 
is, generally speaking, progressive of course; whereas for Rousseau, at least 
according to the thesis which we have read in the there is an 

ascendance from the stupid animals to the pastoral savages, and afterwards, going 
.down, you remember. That is not the last word of Rousseau, but that he would 
still preserve.... Dewey would never have dreamt of saying that, with his notion 
of progress, of course, of social progress, and Dewey has never engaged in such a 
critique of science as Rousseau does. The method of intelligence—that is science— 
and the method of democracy are identical, according to Dewey; whereas Rousseau 
(says they are incompatible. No, mere are very great differences. I mean, it is 
- good that we bring out these things lest we—seeing the continuity of a certain 
eudcationalist doctrine from Rousseau up to tne present day—we do not see the 
great differences. 

A: Would you develop the point you just made, that Rousseau said that these methods 
are incompatible? . 

S: Yes, sure, we have discussed the First. Discourse. where he says that: the 
people must be kept away from the sciences altogether. Read the 
and what he says; how Rome was such a wonderful republic, or Sparta, because end 
as long as they had nothing to do with science, Athens was an inferior city 
because science played there such a role. 

A: 1 remember that. 
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S: Let me see, what else can you read? The is the most emphatic 

statement, but this returns time and again in the other writings, too. 

A: Is there anything in classical political thought, classical writings, about 
this relatio nshi p between food and character? Because somehow I seem to remember.. 

' S: You mean, of these people who eat only ™ lfc and. are so gentle? beat was their 
name? Yes, but I would say, even in Aristotle that is taken for granted that 
these things do play a role; and Rousseau surely assumes that, both for nations 
‘ and for i nd ividuals. Rousseau wanted to write a book,which he never completed, 

"j called which dealt with such questions as the influ¬ 

ence of food and other things of the same nature on the mind. And surely wontes^ 
quieu, in the Spirit of the Laws , says a lot about how fisn, for example, affects 
attitudes, and he had a quite fantastic story about the Japanese and some other 
Eastern nations who, he believed, were—perhaps rightly, I do not know—were eat¬ 
ing suca more fish than the Western nations; and this determined character, »nd so 
on. This was in a way in Weber, too. I would say, on the contrary, I think now 
people are rather more doubtful of the merely natural influences on thought than 
they were in former times, say in the 18th century. That Has something to do with 
the value question, you know. If there is a one-to-one relation between is and 
ought, then there cannot be this arbitrariness regarding values. In other words, 
social science relativism is a cross-breed between old materialism and old spiritu— 
, a l lsm. In a very funny way it preserves the notion of freedom—do you see that?— 
in this fact that there is no one-to-one relation between is ought. An? is: 
two different tribes living under the conditions— no natural 

i —have different ought's. Why? An inexplicable choice. By the 

'way, that is true, this influence of idealism on present-day social science rel¬ 
ativism; that is parallel to the thing in pure epistemology, where the precursor 
of present-day positivism was called empirical criticism. Have you ever heard of 
that? Ernst i-iach was one of the most well—lsqown historians mechanists r?j- 

How, this empirical criticism .was savagely attacked by the late Lenin_in a book of 
600 pages, which I have had the patience to read—this phrase is not my own; it 
, stems from Tocqueville —and in which he attacks them as critical spiritualists 
1 because they did not follow this well-known strict materialism as His own doctrine 
f did. Correspondingly, in the moral doctrine something similar h«r happened; the 
’ simple materialistic doctrine, I mean, for example, crude utilitarianism, is of 
i course rejected, you Imow, because crude utilitarianism says these and these things 
are by nature good, and not to choose them is foolish. Sot to choose, say, mere 
life is foolish. But now we have been told you may choose death 

as well as life; or you may choose anything. You know, this strange freedom which 
; is here ascribed to man, they did not get from their tradition: they got it from 
1 the other tradition. These things happen. I do not know whether I made th is as 
clear as I should have made it. I mean, in more precise terms, the key individual 
for this present-day social science relative™* is surely Juax Weber, even if he 
had not originated it, but he made social sciences. 

And I think this Mma to the fore in tM e country only 

from the moment when Leber's things became known in this country, either through 
translations or through people who had studied with HSm in Germany. Now, what was 
Weber's starting point? He was originally an economist, and thsa meant some 
of utilitar ionism . m odified at any rate by the materialistic tradition. And then 
he was confronted especially by Nietzsche ; for Nietzsche the utilitarian and 
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f socialistic ideals, the highest standard of living—you know all these 
‘ formulas—was described as the last man, i.e. the lowest stage, where everyone is 
I well-fed, well-clothed, lodged, and so on, and has no longer any high aspirations, 

I cannot have aspirations. That this criticism of these Baconi an and ultimately 
! and in a sense socialist, ideals was questioned radicallyinpressed-very 

| such ftax usfcs? in particular. This questioning is the concrete meaning, you can 
almost say, of Jeoer's value-free social science. Social science cannot take a 
stand in the question regarding the status of the last man: it must be value-free. 
This does not exhaust the case of i>iax Weber by any means, but it is the most obvi- 
;ous thing. Yes? 

A: How would you relate the case of hill to your stat e me nt ? Sow, hill, when you 
read On Liberty, he talks about the necessity of having freedom so that men can 
just sort of read about different ways of life and discuss them and rationally de¬ 
cide which way to live, just as if you decided on a theory of life and then with 
juat the snap of your fingers you changed character, or something. 

I S: uell, in tne first place, W-in never was a value-free social scientist: read 
.his Logic . Humber one. And number two, John Stuart hill was already a-cross-breed 
of his father and Benthaa —the really tough utilitarians, uho really thought only 
of the physical necessities of men above everything else—and certain French and, 
/indirectly, German people who had somewhat loftier notions of the goal of society— 
you know, .St, Simon , and this kind of thing —and to say nothing of his god, mesm- 
jing his wife, who, when you read what hill says about her, that is the only proper 
description. 1 forgot her name. 3ut he worshipped her, not in the sense in which 
other husbands are said to worship their wives; much more. But I think hill of 
course changed utilitarianism considerably, under the influence of non-utilitarian 
traditions, and this, by the way, was continued, and re-done, by Dewey. But there 
is no value-free social science in Kill, nor in Dewey. 

A: Right; but what 1 was thinking of, in your remarks of a few minutes ago, the 
whole question of whether a parson is free to choose, let's say, his own values, 
his own way of life, or free to mold his own character, once he has lived in 

. I wasn't quite sure what group you were talking about when you were 
talking about criticism. 

\ S: Oh, I am sorry; that is always the trouble if one mentions too many names. 

1 That .is terrible, hhall I restate it in a very simple way? In the present-day 
| view there are two disciplines: one is called epistemology or maybe logic—let us 
not make the fine distinction—and tne other is called ethics. And now, just as 
'.present-day inyinai pofiitfrriany la not old-fashioned materialism.... 

A: By whom do you....? 

S: Classic: Thomas Hobbes : modern times, but also lesser people. But 

it is already—as is indicated by the very term logical—there is already all kind 
I of Kant in that. Kant, have you heard of that? 

A: Yea. I don't see in particular how Kant.... 
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\ S: Then I must simply say, I tell you; permit me to tell you. They don't speak of 
i Kent ; this would embarrass them. They speak only of Hume; but when you read Hume 
land read them,you see there is a difference, Hay I make this formula /blackboard/; 

: logical positivism minus Hume, something remains; and that is Kant. Is this help- 
,ful7 Somethingsimil ar here, if you take its equivalent, social science relativism- — 

11 call it SS; no, SSB: if you would now add "C", then you would have Social Science 
| Research Council, but that I will not do. If you subtract from that, say utilitarianism 
: meaning this old element of it, you get something corresponding to Kant; you can 
even say Kant: a doctrine of freedom, of freedom not in the political sense, but a 
freedom of positing one's values, which is something different from mere desiring, 
natural desiring. I should not have said that; I mean, not because it is not defens¬ 
ible, but because it creates some confusion, unfortunately. 

How, let us no\; turn to our text, and Hr. Reinkin, do you have it? On page 
115, iu the fourth para. 

A: "If we had to wait...but a kindly providence...'' 

S: Literally, "the supreme goodness." 

A: "...which has made pleasure...food the most wholesome." 

8: How, you see here, Rousseau is using again teleological terms; and we must see 
what he means by that, we know by nature what is by nature good for us. This is 
good; we know that by nature. He doesn't mean we know by nature, we must under¬ 
stand that; we are no longer natural men. If we would go out and eat anything 
which seems attractive to us, we would surely perish very soon, because we no 
longer have the proper instinct: ve are no longer natural men. But a natural 
knows by nature what is good for him by nature, and he knows it via pleasure. The 
pleasant for the natural man is that which is good for awn as man, 1 healthy, 
in this particular case. But this is of no help for us, because we are no longer 
natural men, of course; and therefore we need medicine, so on. In the sequel 
he explains.... Let us read the next para. 


A: "Hor is this all....lost all knowledge of it." 

S: Nov you see, now he has this great difficulty: how can he.... There is a natural 
teleology, traced to God Himself. But this is lost: we no longer are physically 
attracted by what is salutary. The simple explanation, of course, would be we are 
corrupt; it is our fault. And tuat is the line which he takes sometimes, as we see 
in the Second, Discoursa. Tne same providence of which he has spoken in the preced¬ 
ing para arranges that if we deviate from nature, if we create in ourselves desires 
which are not natural, the satisfaction of these desires is unpleasant. one 

would follow, you know? But that is obviously not what Rousseau says. That it is 
harmful, and again this is not what Rousseau says. What he says is meant to throw 
doubt on the teleology; these doubts which were expressed by >n'g remarks about the 
superfluous faculties, by his assertion that the perfection of man beyond the stage 
of savages was bad for the species, which is incompatible with the teleology, be¬ 
cause if the perfection of in l aid faculties is had, then it cannot simply be a 
providential order. Is this clear? I mean, if God laid in us faculties the 
natural development of which is bad for us, then one cannot speak of supreme good¬ 
ness. 
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A: Just a co mment : he raises the question of pleasure, that what is pleasant is 
good for us if we are natural. 

5: As long as ve are natural men. 

A: Yes, in other words, 1 wondered if this food will not he cooked...? 

S: Qf course there would be no meat, that becomes clear. In other words, which 
plants of the various lands of fruits or roots you would eat or not eat; just as 
ani m als generally avoid things poisonous for them, men would do it instinctively. 

A: I mean, the notion of pleasure, the idea of making.... Pleasure would be the 
natural food, not something that hi& been spiced, or.... 

S: That is completely out. But we are no longer able to distinguish between nat¬ 
ural food not yet prepared; to distinguish between what is poisonous or not. Por 
that we need botany and chemistry and what-not, that is the point. <ve don't smell, 
as it were, whether something is poisonous or not. That is the difficulty. 

Sven t aking food tnat is not poisonous, good food, he would still not nv-q to 
see that improved in any way. 

S: We are not spe ak i ng of that now. We are now concerned only with the question 
whether man knows by nature what is good for him by nature; Bitnaaay: says, he 
knows it as long as he is a natural man. But no one is any...not even the savages ■ 
are any more natural men, and the question, the basic question here is the question 
of natural teleology, whether there is such a . . . nature guides us by itself to 
what is by nature good for us; that is the question, kr. Reinken. 

A: In the para following, very interesting, he suddenly manages to shift the stan¬ 
dard to self-sufficiency. 

S: Will you read it? 

A: "From this it follows....can never whnirg off." 

S: Yes. What does this mean? The question is still the same. What la the natural 
taste regarding food? A taste in no way affected by fancies, by opinions. The uni¬ 
versal taste is for this reason infini tely malleable. You see, each animal species 
is directed to this or that kind of food. Man does not have such an instinct—that • 
is the m eanin g of perfectibility—and therefore the more he preserves this infinite 
versatility and a d a p tability, the more he is natural. The emphasis shifts from nat¬ 
ural man in the sense of the stupid animal to man in bin natural characteristic, 
whrch is, as Rousseuu calls it, perfectibility, and maqna also almost infinite 

malleability, ex, Hicgorski. 

A: I was just going to say there is an interesting tension between the man the 
citizen* He speaks of the country, the man who learns the ways of a particular 
country regarding food is not able to adjust to another form of.... 

S: In other words, what is true of food is also true of prejudices. 

A: Yes. 
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S: Yes, sure; but I am sure he thought of that. Ee wants to have the perfectly 
independent individual, in no way molded by local prejudices of any hind; and that 
applies, goes down even to food. 

A: Perhaps in the same connection that Emile was taken on 

travels almost around the world just before he becomes a citizen. 

S: Sure; but this is already a later thing, when he.... He is meant to become a 
citizen, but he should be it, as it were, with a minimum of prejudices, well, that 
is even being done today, that people travel in order to counteract the local prej¬ 
udices. Is this not true? 

A: tfnen he talks about natural tastes for sweets, like cake and pastries and so on, 
in a way this is a superfluous faculty, or a superfluous desire. And yet, in another 
way, it is natural, and it seems as though this would be relevant here to the mal¬ 
leability, the infinite malleability; somehow this sort of taste is natural, and 
yet in another way it is superfluous and.... 

S: siby is it superfluous? Bo we not need sugar? Honestly; and do not perhaps 
children need sugar to a higher degree than grown-ups? I do not know. 

A: Yes, but it is possible we can get what is naturally needed in terms of sugar 
through ‘the natural sugar content of fruits and vegetables. 

, S: Yes, but still, it can be illustrated also by later things; what is true of 
' candies would also be true of sweet fruits, relatively sweet fruits. In this 
respect, by the way, he follows only the classical tradition, by what is sweet. 

Sweet is that which is natural to our tongue; and the other things, like bitter, 
sour things, astringent things, they are against nature. That you can rash in 
| Aristotle and quite a few other classical writers. And the test of it is, you heve 
: to get accustomed to it. I mean, once you are accustomed, people cannot stand any 
' non-spiced food. But that requires a habituation. You do not have to be habitu¬ 
ated to things which do not go against the grain of your tongue. 

In the next para—we cannot read the whole; I t h i n k we read the second 
half of it. "Finally," he says, "the more simple our taste3 are, the more univer¬ 
sal they are." Bo you have it? 

A: "Indeed, the simpler our tastes axe....his diet be too uniform." 

S: "let him not form an exclusive taste": exclusive to this particular food of 
this particular country. Let its read the beginning of the next para. 

A: "1 am not asking....adapted to other conditions." 

S: This is a very interesting remark. Rousseau is not concerned so much with the 
most healthy food—then he would have to call in physicians and so on—but what is 
necessary for man everywhere and always; more precisely, the natural is defined in 
terms of the maximum independence, the ™>tH wnm self-sufficiency of the individual. 
This is the key consideration, not health. Health, of course, would also come in, 
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but this is not here. That the overall consideration , and this is, 

the natural man is the man who has the nurrinnirn self-sufficiency, with an infinite 
adaptability. Yes? 

A: Didn’t you equate perfectibility and adaptability when they were brought up? And 
we found that our nature was imperfectibility? 

j Yes, but you see,...adaptab ili ty, you said. Yes, you can say that, because per— 
j fectibility creates a certain difficulty; because you cannot well speak of perfect- 
’ ibility if there is no perfection. And there is a certain difficulty in Rousseau 
in this respect, and therefore such terms like malleability and adaptability are in 
a way clearer in order to bring out what he has in mind. But this malleability or 
S adaptability means, of course, the greatest freedom. If he is put down in the 
S ah a r a, or near the North Pole, he still can find his way. If you bring an 
century French peasant in either of these two cases, he will perish, because he 
ioiows nothing but the Fr en c h way of life, and if he doesn't have his d&jeuner at 
the right time and so, he will get into vary great troubles, /"inaudible phrase^ 

ai I hesitate to bring t h i s up, but about two years ago I read an extract of an 
experiment which is interesting in connection with this reading. They too* babies 
and put in front of them a variety of foods different of ingredi¬ 

ents, some meat, some vegetables, fruit, and all sorts of things. And it turned 
out that the babies themselves would secure a right proportion of food, to take a 
certain amount of meat, of vegetables, fruit products all this sort of thing, 
without.. .almost picking the model balanced diet. 

i 

S: Also qualitatively? 

A: Qualitatively and quantitatively. 

S: I don't know of that. Was this a sufficiently controlled experiment? 

A: I read the extract, and I don't know what was the.... 

S: I do not know; I cannot say anything. I am impressed, that is all I wn say. 

■k* find that five—year—olds tended to poison themselves. 

S: And how old were these? You also 3mow of the experiment? 

A: They were very tiny babies. An older surely would eat candy. 

A: So he is correct in Rousseau's terms. 

S; Yes. Sure, that is what is interesting. I am amazed. That is really interesting. 

In the next para—we skip the rest of this para—in the next para he ™>Vaa 
a distinction.... It is too long to read. Perhaps we read the third sentence, 

"The activity of this sense...". 

A* 11 ...is whol l y physical and material...impressions of the other senses." 
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S: Ee is speaking of the sense of taste. You see, the physical and material is 
here distinguished from that which has to do with imagination, imitation, moral. 

She physical and material is natural. This distinction in this form you find in 
Hobbes 1 s Leviathan, chapter 27, when he speaks of corporeal hurt—you are shot, or 
so—and fantastical hurt. Fantastical hurt is any hurting of the vanity; and this 
is the same distinction underlying here, and as ve have seen, very important for 
Rousseau. Row ve turn to—where is that?—page 119, second para. This whole pas¬ 
sage. You see there is a whole passage which goes up to page 120. Perhaps we 
read first page 120, para 3. 

1: "Although this quotation is irrelevant...will resent it." 

S: Yes, now, this is very long. In this edition here it is three pages: that is 
a very long irrelevancy inserted. The quotation is from Plutarch , as Rousseau says, 
and the writing is called "Of the Rating of the Flesh," "Be Ease Caraeam," from 
one, the beginning of that writing. Row, why did he do that? Well, it is an attack 
—you have read it already, of course?—an attack on meat-eating, on the basis of 
certain classical doctrines, pre-Socratic philosophers . '^hpff' l ' r « iaT,a ‘ Empedocles , 
and so on. *e cannot possibly read the whole thing, but to see that this is not 
merely done by Rousseau because it is so beautifully phrassd, but it has another 
meaning, we read one particular passage which I indicate immediately. I would like 
to mention only one point for those who happen to be particularly interested here 
in this work: compared with the original, it is a very free translation. I wonder 
whether.... Rousseau didn't know Greek, as far as I know. But I am sure it was 
translated into Latin and also into French. One would have to look into the trans¬ 
lations available at that time, and I wouldn't be surprised if Rousseau did not even 
embellish the translations available to him. At any rate, since he incorporates it 
and, as it were, appropriates it, it throws light on his own view regarding a mat¬ 
ter infinitely more important than the issue of vegetarianism. After this long 
introduction, let us read page 119, para 2. 

A: ""'mortals, beloved of the gods, 

S: Ko, we must read before that: after the Homer quote, the verses. 

A: "'Thus must he have felt....our barbarity a hundred-fold." 1 

S: You see, this is something absolutely awful, to kill an animal! for eating it; 
but the men who introduced it first had some excuses which we lack. We are infin¬ 
itely more barbaric when we go to a restaurant and eat some wonderfully prepared 
meat dish than these savages were who ate the, say, leg of a lamb which was not 
even cooked and which was still bloody, how, go on. 

A: "'"Mortals, beloved of the gods," says this primitive man... 1 " 

S: "'would these first men tell us." 1 

A: "'"...compare....sorrow, pain, and hunger. 


"'"At length...rather than perish with them."'" 
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S: That Is all we need. Does this strike you, this passage? I would like to sake 
another point: shortly before the quotation, he speaks in the middle of that pre¬ 
ceding paragraph, "All savages are cruel." 1 repeat to you the key passages. 

These first men say to us, ''You, present-day men, are happy; and how miserable were 
we. We were always hungry; all our life was pain and misery, vfe were compelled to 
eat the companions of our misery, i.e. the other beasts who also were hungry; and 
you, of course are no longer under such a compulsion." *ihat observation arises 
necessarily when one reads these two, three pages in Rousseau? 

A; That agriculture, and society are necessary. 

S: This is an understatement. Surely, but how would... I mean this is an under¬ 
statement because it doesn't live up to the...it doesn't correspond to the gravity 
of the issue. 

A: Kan must be sinful? 

S: It flatly contradicts the whole teaching of the ..Second .Discourse. : men were 
happy at the beginning. Now we are told that we are happy. The first men were 
savages and cruel, lived in misery, and they were compelled to become cannibals, 
almost the same as cannibals. I mean, through the mouth of Plutarch , Rousseau re¬ 
tracts here the ostensible teaching of the Second Discourse . He reveals a full 
agreement with Hobbes and Locke regarding man in the state of nature. How was it 
in Hobbes? "Brutish^ nasty, and short." Yes? 

A: You might say, though, that if he said that we're more barbarous now, you might 
say that although they were physically more miserable, they were morally more happy. 

| 

S: Yes, you can put it this way; but still he had spoken of that, of the happy 
phase, without making any remarks about the constant hunger in which they were; no 
allusion to that in the passages of the ind I believe he did 

, this advisedly, that he entrusted the retractation to another character, the char- 
lacter Of Plutarch. Je have seen that this teaching of the Second Discourse doesn't 
hold water when one tries to understand the more fully, but offi- 

j cially it is the teaching of the book. You can put it this way: in the Second 
! Discourse, this teaching there about the wonderful life of pastoral men, the savages 
i is based also on an ancient writer, whom he does not quote, but scholars have seen 
that, and it is perfectly correct; and that is Lmp^tiug. Lucretius being a kind of 
non-quotable author, you know, being an Ffricurpgn and so. Plutarch was quotable. 

But here, as it were, he puts the Plutarchan image of early man against the Lucre- 
tian image. That is his view of it. I mean, Rousseau was very.... I have dis¬ 
cussed this at some length when we discussed the why the view 

I of this passage—that this was the happy age of man, the pastoral savages, and 
everything else later was and will be inferior—cannot be regarded as Rousseau's 
; serious and final view of the matter, nr. Butterworth. 

A: Could you be more explicit on your idea that...you said that this was different 
from the original. Por instance, does he change anything in the voice of the per¬ 
son speaking in this....? 
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S: Ho, this p rosooon . of the first man is there. This is in Plutarch also. 

. A: The third person singular? 

5: No, I mean that one of these early men addresses these present-day meat-eatera 
is the same th i ng . 1 mean, 1 haven't made...I simply didn't have the time, but one 
should do that, and in order to make a distinction between what is Rousseau's own 
doing, one has to know the translations which he used. 

A: One reason for that being important is, isn't it true that all translations of 
Plutarch for Rousseau were 16th-century French? 

S: That I do not know; I simply do not know. I do not know whether the first edi¬ 
tor of Plutarch—was it not Cylander?—whether he did not translate him into Latin, 
I simply do not know, but that is easy to find out, and one only...Well, of course, 
a Chicago library would not be good enough for that, they wouldn’t nave the old 
French translations. Rut they be found easily. Perhaps someone did it in 
these "Annales de Jean-Jacques Rousseau" in Geneva, I have not looked it up. But 
surely, regardless of what that is, Rousseau accepts this here. The main point I 
want to make in a way is a purely methodical one: when Rousseau says it is a mere 
digression, that the passage was just so wonderful he could not help quoting it, 
this is not quote so. hr. toiler? 

s A: He does say "a force to outrage nature" which we were compelled to. Roes he 

' maintain we cannot expect this force; does he maintain the natural goodness? 

, S: In a way, yes. Because if you are compelled to do that for sheer self- 
preservation, you are not blameworthy—if you mean that. But still, when you 
speak, however, of the state of nature.. .yes, that is the great ambiguity of "can 
is by nature good.” v.hat does this mean? The picture as Locke describes it at 
the beginning of the < £ggg£jL£££&i&5£~ - 3 rou toow, people living peaceably in a 
golden age—that is one tiling. In other words, there is no competition for food, 
i And then, however, finally "man is-by-nature good” comes to mean natural man hurts 
| o t h er people,' . other human beings only—but necessarily—if the alter- 
j ative is his insufficient self-preservation. You know this formulation: pursue 
iyour own good with the least evil to anybody else, a man who does that is good. 

1 I mean, the conoept of natural goodness in Rousseau is a very long story. I just 
| read a passage in the which he speaks of.... 

END OF TAPE SIRE ONE. 


' S: ...he was about to deceive his friend regarding this friend's mistress—I mean, 
it was not his wife, but he was in this way very delicate; he regarded a mistress 

as good as a wife—and he calls it a criminal action, and yet he says he was per- 

i fectly good in attempting this—he was not successful—in attempting thi s criminal 
\ action because it was sheer natural sentiment, you know; he had to 
! This is also natural goodness; you must understand it properly. In other words, 

| to speak of morality when Rousseau speaks of natural goodness is utterly mxsle&d- 

ing. It means only no intention to hurt. hr. Seltzer. 
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I k: Isn’t there part of the 111 which man, still in the state of 

: nature, is yet reduced to this condition because of the overpopulation and hunger? 

S: Yes, the overpopulation, I believe, leads to inventions; this point is mentioned, 
that they are compelled to invent, in order to survive. They are compelled to till 
the soil. But I don't believe that there is anything.. that the vicious character of 
the state of nature, I mean, the war of everybody against everybody, comes in at 
the end, after property had been introduced. That is an entirely...I mean, that 
they lived, were almost always in hunger and in misery is not stated. The terrible 
state of nature of which he does speak in the the consequence 

. of the introduction of private property, not of natural scarcity. But this is, by 
the way, the key issue in all these discussions, and, one can say, the change which 
Locke effected; because in Hobbes’ s presentation, the state of nature is so bad 
because men are so nasty, concerned with superiority. And Locke 's change is, 
really, they were not so nasty; they were so poor, and the poverty made them nasty, 
i.e. it was an innocent nastiness, induced by poverty and the like. And that is 
, also taken over, by . Montesquieu , this side, and eventually comes to Housseau. So, 

! x mean, there is no question—to repeat this point I have made more than once—that 
I Housseau did not ever mean if we only could return to the state of savagery, and 
ithat would be the best thing which...that he never meant this. The state of nature 
j as, say for example, described in the is a kind of symbol indicat- 

i iag something, and this must be interpreted to make clear what it means in precise 
j terms. You want to say something? 

I 

j A: He does speak, in the jSasaiuUJifififiHESfcr of the obsessive cruelty in the savage 
j state, and he seems to attribute it there to the beginnings of pride. 

t 

] 

| S; Exactly; not to natural necessity. 

' A: Yes; and I am wondering now about here on page US: he very simply and straight¬ 
forwardly says, "All savages are cruel, and it is not their customs that tend in 
this direction; the cruelty is the result of their food." 

S: Yes, but again, why do they eat their food? tthy.do they eat that food? Answer— 
he says it—they have to. This is the overall "philosophy of history" which Hous¬ 
seau and people like him opposed to the Biblical view. In the Biblical view, man 
was created perfect, under a condition.. .he was in no way compelled to become bad. 

He fell; and the fall leads to the other evils, also to soma physical evils. For 
these people like Hobbes and Housseau and Locke, man's original status is very im¬ 
perfect. Men are quasi-compelled to be nasty; compelled. And you see, when you 
say it is due to pride, you know—the savages, men had to become social, by earth- 
quakes and I don't know what—but then when they become social they become morally 
j bad, concerned with superiority, inferiority, pride; and then they are really 
vicious. But here a different, a much more materialistic explanation is suggested: 

! poverty, extreme need, is the ultimate cause of all moral evils. But complications 
arise; later on, habits of nastiness arise, and then even if people are no longer 
|compelled to be nasty, the habit compels them. You see, the...but the kind of thing 
i which is crucial for modem criminology: what is the cause of crime? 

Can it be evil or viciousnesa? Out of the question; must be explained by environ- 
I ment and other things, that is it. So, that is a very powerful thing to which we 
\are the heirs. Here, only on a larger scale—not just to explain juvenile 
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| deli nq uency and these things—the whole history of mankind; an absolutely 
; erable condition at the beginning,, where there was not even a possibility of dis¬ 
tinguishing between right and wrong, noble and base* And tMa arose quite slowly .. 
and quite unintentionally; people became wealthier as the culture cane: property 
rights. It became necessary to defend against foreign hordes, so the virtue of 
courage became esteemed; and gradually, you know, the higher life of man gradually 
developed non—teleologically. This is this view nhinh is underlying of present- 
day thought. And then the following implication, up to the present day; thi« im. 

\ supervised process—you know what I mean by that: not planned in any way, the un— 
■supervised process—is a progressive process, but necessarily animperfedtly 'progressiva 
process, because of its accidental non—supervised charscten But.at a 7 ti ± t a na r, | 

or some men become aware of this character; at this moment can pi »ti m a 
progress, j-ien can do consciously, consistently, what hitherto has only happened. 

1 That is what the 18th century stands for, Rousseau, too, them. kriA there¬ 

fore his Soci a l Contract. This shows...well, there were approximations to it, to 
j this republic. And therefore he can use past examples; whether it is Geneva or 
Rome or Sparta, it doesn't make any difference. But these were all imperfect, be— 
j cause that merely grew, and wasn't made consciously. And when people became aware 
! of that—I mean, became aware of the defects of this enligh t enmen t scheme (and this 
)is more or less the greatest effect of the French Revolution: the greatest effect 
I of the Fr e n ch Revolution was that people came to doubt whether these fabricated 
societies are truly superior to the other ones)—then the notion of history as we 
! know it arose, because what was*..* 1 moan here you have the fabricated constitu- 

! tion: the state of France—but retrospectively it to be applied to the American 
I constitution as well, but surely primarily the French constitution. Constitutions 
i cannot be made; they oust grow, i.e. constitutions or other social institutions are 
\ now understood as being natural in the way in plants n-n-i mni a are natural— 

| but this is, of course, not the same naturalness, obviously, as that of dogs and 
Joats. And when this was more fully interpreted, then the notion of history 

jin our sense came out, whioh is not older than the reaction to the French Revolu— 
tion. I believe one can prove that even, texte k la main.* Bid I answer your 
* question, by the way? 

A: Yes. 

A: w h e n you made your remarks about criminology, I just recalled that earlier in 
the Emile, tell ing Emile that this angry man was sick was not altogether deception 
on Roucseau's part towards Emile, but.... 

S: Yes, sure, but here again we must be careful. Ro. By the way, there is a mod¬ 
em novel—you see, my time span is a bit longer: it is really 60 or 70 years old— 
by a British-utopianist, I forgot the name, who wrote The Vav of All Flesh . 

A: Butler. 

S; Butler. This is based—have you read the other one?—but th-ia 

is based on the principle that all sickness...men are not responsible for their ill¬ 
nesses. But their moral defects, they are just illnesses, «nn they have to be 
treated by your comer psychiatrists. That is nat¬ 

urally amusingly developed there. But here, we must be careful for closer analysis, 
because the view that such a thing like anger is an illness is of course much older. 
Have you ever heard of that? 
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A: I think the whole classical notion of a balancing of the soul.... 

S: But very simply—I mean, excuse me if I —when you read Cicero' s 

Tuscany Disputations about, especially, the Stole part, that part: the passions 
\ are diseases of the soul. So, in other words, this is very old, but what is.... 

I The difference between the Stoics and these modems was in the way of treating 
| them. The Stoic treatment is reason, ufhen you read large book 

on anger which gives you all kinds of treatment, namely, say to yourself how foolish 
jit is to be angry. In other words, rational exhortation, not psychoanalysis, you 
1 3mow? 

A: The Stoics would attribute responsibility to.... 

S: Absolutely, surely. But now it is an thing, disease—that is the differ¬ 

ence—mechanically caused, fundamentally; mechanically caused, just as the gall¬ 
bladder. And just as you call in your gall-bladder specialist if you have gall¬ 
stones, you call in your passion specialist if you suffer from passion. Good. 

A: must also have been in the Democritean tradition: the earth newly- 

formed.... 


{ S: Oh, yes, I see. That is good, what you say. You mean that the visible universe 
j has come into being. Yes, that is true. But Plutarch was, I think, in a general 
j way—I don't know him well enough—belongs much more to the Platon ic tradition, 
generally speaking. But you are quite right: this statement reminds much more of 
Lugratiug or something of this kind than of P lato or A ristotle, that is quite true. 
Thank you; I' overlooked that. 

Now we have to consider a few other passages. If you will read on page 122, 

bottom. 

A: "The life of finite creatures....fancy which decks reality..." 

S: "chimeras," literally translated. les. 

A: "...and if imagination...heart remains cold." 

S: Let us stop here. So, if one may use our present-day language, reality as real¬ 
ity leaves us cold. It is value-free. Only through chimeras, through imagination, 
i.e. through our desires, does it take on the moving qualities it has: the 

sun rising, or whatever it may be. There are many more passages. Page 124, the 
end of the first para. 

A: "It is his friend...never dependent on each other..." 

S: This is a key sentence: never dependence. Never dependence, even in the case 
of frie n ds h ip; the independent individual. And at the end of the following para: 
"One does not have to tell him, raise your head..." 

A: "There is no need...for shame or fear." 
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S: So, neither a**™** nor fear ever enters him, except the fear of tidily dangers, 
of course. And there is another point of the sane character on page x/p at the cen¬ 
ter of the first para: "he does not follow formula..." 'well, read the whs,!?.para. 

A: "He does not know.. .speaks as he pleases." 

S: Yes, I think that is clear. All the sane line. Now, what is the moral signifi¬ 
cance of that? Read on the same page, the second para. 

A: "You will find...and none concerning manhood;..." 

S: Well, "none concerning the relative state of men," name ly, high er, lower, better, 
worse, and so on. Go on. 

A: "...what use....which will, he knows, be respected." 

S: Yes, that is quite interesting, that the notion of empire, as he calls it, did 
enter his head. It is inevitable. But surely the morality of the child is strictly 
selfish. I mean, there is no question of mere giving for giving's sake; it is based 
on the calculation of reciprocity. Now, in the next para, it seems to be qua l i f ied. 
Read the first few sentences. 

A: "For his own part....moves you to grant this favor." 

S: Yes. What does this in this stage, that humanity induces him to do that 
favor 9 Can this be more than the awareness of a gene r al need of help, i • <_ calcu¬ 
lation? Can' it be more? I ask the question. I read to you one more passage in 
the second book and then we turn to the third book. That is on page 126, in the 
para, towards the end of it. 

A: "He is made to lead...right and authority." 

S: So, in other words, in spite of the strictly asocial education, he has acquired 
qualities of the utmost social importance; and therefore he can later on become a 
oi 07 a political being. Read the end of this para. 

A: "In any garb...will serve him unawares." 

S: So, in other words, he is the natural ruler, as the ancients would call it; and 
how is this compatible with his education? He was educated only as an asocial 
being—not anti—social; asocial——and yet he will be the natural ruler. Yes? 

A: Well, he is the only free man. 

S: Exactly. That is it. By being the ; individual, the individual in the most radi¬ 
cal sense, fully independent of others, of prejudices, and of authority, by this 
very fact makes ™ at least potentially the ruler. So now, we turn to the third 
book. 

A: Do you rnaoTi to say he would be the ruler, or would you say, u sin g Rousseau's 
terminology, better call him the legislator in this case? I am t hink i ng in terms 
of.... 
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S: Yes, that is one t h i ng , we use ruler now in the widest sense* where it nay... 
up from the dog-catcher to the legislator; in the widest sense. I mean, a dog- 
catcher would he too bad, because he doesn't give commands to any human beings, I 
believe. He may, by the way; there may be cases. 

A: The reason I said this was because of the distance he has from any entrance into 
society itself at this point. 

S: Sure; that comes later. But he has...he is still asocial, but in his asociality 
he has acquired a faculty, a quality of the greatest social importance: leadership, 
natural leadership. And the link was exactly as i-ar. killer said, that he is an 
individual as no one else is an individual* i-it. Lane? 

A: How would this natural leader fit.... tfould there still not be a need for the 
philosopher who is going to instruct the masses? 

S: Ue don't know yet; we must see how this works. But I think I oust tell you that 
he.... How did he become this man? 

A: I would guess through the instruction Of the philosopher. 

S: I see. Well, so they are still needed. I mean, no Emile without Rousseau, just 
as tnere is no market and free competition without A dam Smith— never forget that: 
these t h i ng s are not simply natural. I mean, they need some human intervention, if 
only to prevent intervention. 

A: There is another thing which has bothered, me all the way through, in a way: 
how you reconcile the emphasis on the every stage having its perfection kind of way 
of looking at things—and all his great words: the child may be dead tomorrow, and 
so let him live today—with what is quite obvious from the examples—a passage like 
this brings it out—that in fact there is a teleology; the child becomes a man. 

j S: Yes, a kind. But you know as well as I do how Rousseau solved that. In each... 

; for example, let us take the case of the child which Rousseau described: he became 
1 this paragon because he was never told anything which he did not fully understand, 
i, w hic h was not clear and distinct knowledge for him. By regarding his age as self- 
| sufficient, we prepared him best for manhood. If we regarded the childhood as 
i preparatory for manhood, we would have ruined him for manhood. Does this not make 
sense? So that, in other words, the self-sufficiency of each age a certain 
hierarchy of the ages are reconciled by this formula, wan, at least the individual, 
reaches his highest stage—that Rousseau doesn't doubt—when he is adult. To that 
extent c h i l d ho od is preparatory. But if childhood is regarded in the educational 
process as preparatory, then you make a slave out of him, a slave of convention, 

* prejudices. If you want to have him on’ the highest level as a free man, you must 
treat him when he is a child so that on the h-h i Hi ah level he is as self-sufficient 
■ as a man should be on the level of a man. Does this not m ^ke sense? In other words, 
the c h ild in his narrow circle £ blackboard^ is as perfectly a knower, an individ¬ 
ual possessing clear and distinct knowledge of ati that falls within that circle, as 
: the greatest ph ilosopher would be in the full universe, the true universe. That I 
| think he made very clear. 
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A: But it makes it very bard in some of these things that he says inaudible_7 
in th-ia educational policy because he is planning ahead in a way which seems.... 

! S: Yes, this is this point that Rousseau.... Shat is the same story we had with 
1 Adam Smith: that if Rousseau were not, or someone like Rousseau were not present, 

: surely some fool would interfere and would stunt him. I mean, that is undeniable: 
the children need guidance. The guidance can be unintelligent, and it can be intel¬ 
ligent. Now, what Rousseau says is that practically all the education which men have 
practiced hitherto was unintelligent; and this is intelligent. It is still guidance, 
but a guidance which becomes barely visible as guidance to the child. I m ea n , we 
have spoken of the element of artifact, and even of swindle in the teacher, 

that we have shown; but the formal consistency on this basis, I think, cannot be 
denied. You want to say something? 

A: I was wondering: would you say that for Rousseau this is just a tactic 
leads the child to manhood, or that he really means that you s h oul d n't even, that 
shouldn't be your intention to lead the child to manhood, but to.... 

S: Yes, no; both. By leading.. .but you cannot properly lead him to manhood unless 
you take him as seriously as possible as a child and therefore do not tell him any¬ 
thing which he cannot understand. And he should find, discover as much for himself 
as possible, and not be told, because in this way he acquires the habit of relying 
on what other people say. But he should acquire that habit. I think in this point 
] he is consistent, Whether it is workable, feasible, and whether it of 

t other -fch-ingg is of course another matter. _ _ 

We must now turn to the third book, ^ is the central book, the work con¬ 
sisting of five books. Nov, I will do something which Rousseau strictly forbids one 
to do: use authority, and just handing something down which I believe to know the 
. fact X cannot demonstrate, which only has appeared to me on many occasions; 

<that in writers of this kind the central, the thing in the center, is always most 
important, both in big and in large things—I mean, in big things, the whole book; 

| in large things, simple enumerations of n items—the central one seems to be impor- 
jtant. Shis you don't have to believe—I mean, you should not believe that to me, 
but I simply, I hope I have the right as an old man to say something which I have 
often observed. 


A: iiay I ask a question? S: Yesj7 I feel in terms of simple justice, I raised 
this question regarding the center of the in an earlier meeting; 

and at that point you. suggested that you just didn't know, and that.... 

( 

S: ...How far this went? Yes, that has to be investigated in every point. I mean, 
in Rousseau, let me put ut this way: in Rousseau I have never made this experience, 
never; only this time in reading the Emile , and I am going to...may I prove it? 

Let us-see first on page 129, para 2, second half: this age which he is discussing 
now in the third book. 

A: "This interval in which... .importance of using it aright." 

S: Yes, you see, it deals with the most—this is the third book, the central book- 
deals with the most precious time of life, you know, with something which is intrin¬ 
sically the most important. It is also the third time, stage of c h i ld h o od, as he says 
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in the second para of the t h i r d booh. But let us see; we cannot possibly read every* 
thing. Let us read on page 129, para 4, what he must teach. In other words, the 
main point, the intellectual development of tne gh~nd becomes now much more imoortant 
than in the ea rl i er stags••that is the point' “ ' a nd so he must learn; he must learn to 
know. But what should he know? Answer: what we are concerned with is not that he 
knows anyt h i ng or everything, but only what is useful. He should learn only useful 
things, and more specifically, things the usefulness of which he sees . So, if you 
tell him it will be us ef ul to you when you are ambassador—later on when he comes to 
a noble family—that is of no use. How, read the next para, para 5• 

A: "From this small stock...although in themselves true,..." 

things 

S: No, no, that is the third item. In other words, first of all he shouldn't learn/ 
wh ich are useless, that is the first. Now, we take away those verities wh ich require 
an adult understanding. Then we take away those verities which presuppose a knowl¬ 
edge of the relations of men. For example, m ghat- mathematics would belong to the 
first; and as you Imow, a higher mathematician may be blissfully unaware of human re¬ 
lations and understanding. Have you heard of that, isr. Reinken? Good, ana the 
third class: t hings wh ic h , while true in themselves, dispose an inexperienced soul 
to t hink wrongly on ot her subjects. X would gall this the dangerous truth, the last 
kind—truth, but d an gerous, especially for a child. is confirmed by the *nH of 

the following para: "R e m e m ber , remember unceasingly that ignorance ha ? never done 
evil, that error alone is disastrous, and that one does not mistake by that which 
one does not know, but only by that which one believes to know." Now, he develops 
this more ge n e r a l ly: only natural knowledge, i.e. knowledge not based on authority, 
of what our nature requires to know. 

- 134, para 4, we sh ou ld read. Only a few more passages and then we will be 
through. 


A: "Remember...." 

S: "Always remember," he says. 

A: "Always remember that this is the essential point in my method...." 

S: "in my instruction ." 

A: "—Co .not teach.. .or’ confused ideas..'! . . 

S: Literally, "never to let enter into his brain except accurate «nd clear ideas." 
Zhat is almost the same as the clear and distinct ideas of Descartes. 

A: "I care not if he knows nothing....must be protected." 

S: Yes, that is really the formula for the whole book: a g^Td without prejudices, 
because the adult education of prejudices from grown-ups comes much too late. Page 
135» para 5- 

A: "Again I must enter....this book to your impatience." 
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S: "th.3 most useful part of this book." So, do you doubt that the third part is 
the most useful part? 

A: There is one question that I would have, and that is that there is another center, 
and that is the center of the book speaking literally, the center of the whole work, 
namely the Profession of Faith of the Savoyard Vicar. 

S: Is this...well, you Imow more than I do; have you really a proper study? 

A: I haven't calculated it. 

[ S: Well, we can do it; I have it here. Row many pages? 444? 222: almost you are 
; right. Shortly after that literal center, it begins, yes. And this is already the 
i preparation for it. That is true: another center, jell, many things have more 
i than one center; for example, if you divide a book into chapters, the central chap— 
ter is not the central li ne or so. Rut this is nevertheless...he says of this point, 

I not of the Savoyard Vicar, that this is the most useful part of the book; and of 
< course it would be necessary to understand that. Let us see. At the end of the 
next para, when he tells the story: "One day, we -go to the fair." Rot the note. 

A: "We go to the fair....heard of such persons." 

S: You see, that is it; that is an example. Such things, such superstitious notions 
as a sorcerer do not exist. That is important for Rousseau; gad one has to read this 
whole story of that sorcerer to understand.... We see what Rousseau has in mind xs 
two-fold: first, no such notions as that of sorcerers; secondly, no arousing of any 
vanity, because.... .. The thing which the so—called sorcerer did was something with 
a magnet, and these simple country people had no notion, pnd they were simply full of 
a dmir ation that he had an artificial duck who followed a piece of bread wherever he 
went: there was a magnet within that duck. And then Emile, with the help of his 
tutor, figured it out, and t hen they go the next day there and do the thing. 

And of course a terrific success, that this boy, too, can do it, and he is full of 
vanity and pride; and then his pride will be crushed by some other experiment • wMrh 
he m ake s: the next day the duck doesn't follow, because he made some other 
arrangement—I forgot now what that was; it is not important—and so this modifica¬ 
tion of pride is, of course, as important a lesson as the lesson regarding the non¬ 
existence of sorcery. This is a very important point why the third book is so impor¬ 
tant. Let us see: yes, this prevention of pride, that is fully developed later; we 
cannot...it is nmusing to read, and the whole thing was, of course, staged between 
the tutor and the sorcerer, that he should first have tiri« short-lived triumph 
then this terrific deflation whl ch is meant to cure Mm of vanity or pride for the 
rest of his days. 

A: The last part of the story, the sense of «v>ama .... 

S: Yes. Mow, two more passages regarding...which throw light on this education 
without prejudices. On page 141, the third para. 

A: "Let the child...recognizes as good." 

S: Literally, "what he feels to be such.” 
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A: "When you are always....entirely on your account."* 

S: In other vords, when you are accustomed to that as a child, you will do it as a 
grown-up man. And then he will not he a free man. Continue, please. 

A: "AH these fine...into his folly." 

S: Yes; I think it is absolutely obvious what he in mind. Page 142, para 2. 

A: "'what i3 the use of that?'....every action of our lives." 

S: So you see, perfect rati on a l ity. He is perfectly conscious why he learns it, why 
it is important to him to Isiow it, and why this particular • wring is as it is. At the 
end of this para also. 

A: "A pupil, who has been really taught...before he gets an answer.” 

S: In other words, the childish habit to ask you infinitely these questions is stopped 
by ?.ousseau in this way: why should you know; why is it good for you to know it? 

Then, of course, the child has no answer, naturally. Ant? this is perhaps not a- bad 
thing to stop this kind of question. The last passage we. will read is on page 142, 
fourth para. 

A: "Perhaps this is the greatest....always be intelligible to him...” 

S: "will always be clear in his mind." I mean, not only will other things vMnh he 
uses, tools, be lucid to him, even the only other with whom he contact is as 
clear to him as a mnuntaSn stream. Nothing mysterious; so he will have a per— 
fectly enlightened child. 

A: "...he will never doubt...conceal their real defects." 

S: I believe, in this part of the book, does he not yet speak about the education 
about how c h i l dren are born? No, that comes next time, so we shouldn't...we wait 
until we come to that. He gives an answer of a French mother which is in a way quite 
correct, he explains the facts in a way a child can understand them. It is not 

a lie; I me an , there is nothing of the stork. This impressed me very much, because 
I was always wondering how he can take this hurdle. But this he owes to a French 
. woman, that was not his invention, how, is there any other point you would i i to 
take up; because otherwise we won't read any more. 

A: I was just wondering in that story, presumably the mention of the third partner, 
namely, the charlatan who comes back.... First of all after Emile has failed in the 
second task, and he is mortified; then the story just doesn't end there, but he comes 
back. 


S: No, no. Yes, go on. Vihat is the message? 

A: The sense of shame for having almost taken away his bread butter from him. 
S: Yes, that is true; that should also be mentioned, hr. Butterworth. 
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A: It was somewhat on the same line, but...once again this issue of f indin g the cen¬ 
tral point of that story. If is that first of all, tea ching 

Smile that there should be no superstition, and then finally to keep him from being 
vain, proud, pwd then the third »ris which is the fact that the charlatan comes back 
and teaches always to do good to his master and keep asking his master questions. 

The third is very important, but the middle point is the one that 

ve keep finding in Rousseau, the question of pride and vanity, and to stress that it 
should always be taken away from the child whenever it starts to rise. 

S: Sure; that is surely true. And you.... 

A: In the is£Sfla^a^iaa-2aaBla of Poland, Rousseau- says that they could repel the 
Bugfi-i an a gg ression be free when they are true tp their master culture, and he 
makes a generalisation of this. Does this mean that the master culture is something 
perfect, or something.... I mean, does he equate this with somet h i ng natural? 

S; Ho, no. Utterly unnatural. But this is exactly the contradiction of wh ic h he 
spoke at the beginning: man— citizen. Han, natural; citizen, arbitrary. And in the 

occurs the strongest statement of Rousseau on tnis subject: ( the 
more unnatural, the better. An exclusive, xenophontic, national spirit is infin itely 
preferable to the -i •fc ani am at that time rampant in the upper strata of society. 

So Rousseau is—there is no question, whatever some people may say—Rousseau is one 
of the fathers of 19th and 20th century nationalism; no question. But Rousseau did 
not understand the nation as a natural organism; that came only with the 19th century. 
It was prepared by Rousseau, but it is not in him. In him it is, man has to live in 
society, i.e. political societies. And this political society must have a c h a r acter 
of its own. Patriotism reaches its greatest height if it is dedication to specific 
values, not to universal values—then you can say that has nothing to do with imeri— 
can , Italian , any other national unit, and how this has come 

into being, this nation, by conquest, by heritage from princes, you know, that 
doesn't mak** any difference. The point is.... Preferably it should be, of 
course, a democratic republic; but this was the most powerful part of 19th and 20th 
century rind Sam, of course, that it is democratic and not in favor of a national 
nobility or a national monarchy, Sure; I think one can say that, I wouldn't Imow 
of any other one who is so important for preparing the nationalistic doctrine—and 
also fever, one must say—of the 19th and 20th century; surely. But that is not 
humanity. Humanity is something different, a preserve of a small group of people. 

You see, I mean, for Rousseau, the political life and social life is not the h i gh est 
for man, but it is a preserve of a very minority which.... And this, of course, 

is also preserved in present-day thought, but in a completely diluted manner, when 
people speak of intellectuals. You know, many of these very liberal intellect ual s 
have at the time a very great pride on being intellectuals. Have you seen 

? X • fc'hi'nif you observe it everywhere. And this means, of course, 
they are in no way folksy people, although in one way they are very democratic. But 
they are not folksy, but intellectual, you can also see from the language which 

they use: that is not a popular language. I mean, they may study what they call 
,pop cult, popular culture—or did I coin that? I don't know, but at ary rate it is 
perfectly fitting for it—but they don't do it, pop cult; they do it in a way that the 
people studied do not recognize themselves in these descriptions, that I tnink one..., 
I don't Kiarshall Billon would ever understand when he would—you Imow who 

harshall Dillon is? I thought so. In Dodge City. But Rousseau, of course, would 
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not think that these intellectuals are what he meant. He meant such beings with 
intellect and heart like he himself believed to possess. That is a different sort; 
whereas Housseau's doctrine is incompatible with eating the cake and having it, that 
is clear: either/or. And the present-day view is one which is satisfactory because 
it combines the possession of the cake with having eaten it; and that is always a 
great recommendation. 

How, next time, who will read the paper? 
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S: ...at this stage, when he is about fifteen, he is a completely pre-moral being; 
and, of course, also a pre-believing being—;/that doesjy nowhere enter. There is one 
particular point which is of some accidental interest: does any one of you remember 
what the French convention decided about the education of the son of Louis XV after 
the execution? 

A: He has some sort of trade. 

S: I believe carpenter, but- I am not so sure. We could ask hr. Gottschalk, perhaps. 
It could be. I believe it is so. That's Rousseau. You see, strange 

book. And in the same connection he refers also to other royalty, who is unable to 
take care of itself. Did this ring any bell in reading it, of a man who had three 
kingdoms and had to beg at the other courts because he hadn't learned any trade? 

That was James II, obviously. But I believe he could have done quite well as a cap¬ 
tain, or in the navy in any country; I have been told he was very good at that. 

At any rate, the republican notions of Rousseau affect this 

of course at every point. 

How, let us proceed in a natural order. We begin at page 143, top. Here is 
only a very general statement which illustrates the whole approach of Rousseau, re¬ 
marks to which effect have occurred before, but we might read that. 

A: "I do not like verbal explanations....follow our example." 

S: Yes; this is only another sign of what he means by natural education: the things 
are by nature; the words are of conventional origin, are artifacts of some kind. How, 
this theme goes, of course, through in various ways—only clear and distinct knowledge 
we have seen this before on many occasions. And also this other point on page 146, 
the sixth para. I read this single sentence: 

"Never comparisons with other children, no rivals, no competitors, 
even at running, as soon as he begins to reason: I would prefer 
a hundred times that he doesn't learn what he would not learn ex¬ 
cept by means of jealousy or vanity." 

These two items go through the whole book, as we have now seen: only clear and dis¬ 
tinct knowledge, such clear and distinct knowledge which a child can have; and no 
engagement of a spirit of comparison, glory, vanity, and so on. Now, in the immediate 
sequel he speaks of the best treatise of natural education, meaning by that Robinson 
Crusoe . I think we should read that: page 147, in the sixth para. I mean, why 
Robinson Crusoe is so important. 

A: "Robinson Crusoe on his island....Smile's own condition....” 

S: Because in all probability. Smile will have to live with other human beings. Yes. 
A: "...but he should use it....to their own utility." 

S: "at his own utility." This is, then, the reason why Robinson Crusoe is the best 
treatise of natural education: the absolutely .isolated individual. But it is clear... 
this is surely the ideal; we must judge with a view to it all his relations, even if 
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he lives in society: concerned only with his utility, with his comfortable self- 
preservation, we can say. You know, self-preservation, bare minimum, just tq live; 
but he needn't be...he can have some comfort, as we see that Robinson Crusoe is think¬ 
ing of his life in his palace or his castle as comfortable as possible. In 

other words, a reasonable comfort is, of course, necessary. In full use of his rea¬ 
son, that is understood, because Robinson Crusoe is a grown-up man, naturally. The 
perfect individual, in contradistinction to the species, the people, cr society. 

Now, natural is here, it seems, used in a teleological sense. That is the 
natural man as he is in kis perfection—and we have seen other such occurrences—and 
we must try to explain how is this possible, given the questionable character of 
teleology in Rousseau's thought. Now, after Rousseau, and on the basis of Rousseau, 
Bant understood what was hitherto called the natural law as the laws of freedom, in 
~contT*ad j nn to natural laws. Natural laws are, so to speak, the Newto n i a n 
laws, or the i«w of supply and demand, this kind of law. But what was hitherto also 
understood by natural laws, namely, the law pointing to man's perfection,was now no 
longer called natural, but rational laws of reason or the laws of freedom. Now, 
t>n'a was decisively prepared by Rousseau, and it throws light backward on Rousseau, 
for the following reason. Man's nature, as Rousseau describes it, -especially in the 
11088 110 gi ve any indication as to man's perfection. It is meant 
to be self-sufficient and not to point beyond itself. You remember, accidents had to 
come to drive man out of the state of nature. Natural man as Rousseau describes him 
in the is pre-social, pre-ratioaal, and, strictly speaking, pre¬ 

human. He has only the capacity of becoming human given certain pressures from the 
outside, but in himself he is entirely pre-human. That, it seems, cannot give man 
any guidance:. how can you take, what can we learn of how to live from a being hardly 
; as c - h rigii-j a from an orang-utang?—the comparison stems from Rousseau. 

I There is something entirely different which Rousseau develops most clearly in 

the Srwdal Contract. How can we get a law on the basis of such an Is, meaning a com¬ 
pletely pre-moral or Is? Now, Rousseau describes this in the 

roughly in these terms: by nature we are concerned with our self-preservation, with 
our well-being, narrowly conceived—cot with anything like duty. How do we arrive at 
a distinction between a merely selfish will and a common will, or a good will? j»nd 
Rousseau says, we don't have to make any study of hu ma n nature for that purpose—he 
doesn't say that, but that is implied—there is one way of fi nd i n g out a rule, and 
that is the generalization of our wills, and in a strictly political context. You 
go to the assembly, to the town meeting, with the firm intention to pay no taxes any 
more; and you state there ought to be a law, abolition of all taxes; and the moment 
you state that, or perhaps even before, you become aware Of the fact, if it is a law, 
it will be, of course applied equally to all, and then you will suffer from that law. 
TVin generalization of your particular will compels you to replace yourself, Mr. 3CT, 
by anybody, and by th-ia act you transcend yourself. So, the mere necessity of legis¬ 
lation, merely the formal character of a law, that it applies not only to you, but to 
• all, makes you rational. Now, this is, of course, a difficulty even on the political 
plane, as you could see when you read th» Social Contract, but there is something to 
that; it is not an entirely irrational thought. 

' Starting from this, Kant,found a solution to the moral problem which he be¬ 
lieved recourse to nature henceforth absolutely unnecessary; and that is, of 

i course, no longer the law, the political law in this partic ul a r state—this would not 
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i be a truly universal law, law binding men as men. But you have to start, to begin 
! with, on a higher level of abstraction. How, if we think of our actions, we may ob- 
I serve that underlying all particular decisions which we make there are some princi- 
| pies, traditionally called maxims. For instance, I may observe that 1 act on the 
; naxim, I want to get what I wish by hook and by crook—and quite a few people prob¬ 
ably live on that maxim; others by other ones. So in order to distinguish between 
bad and good maxims, I have to test it, and the test is very simple: I must univer¬ 
salize it; in other words, replace myself by anybody and put it this way, that my 
maYiTTi should be able to be understood as a law binding all rational beings anywhere. 
So, every mo-rim whj fih survives this test is good, or at least is b l am e less; end every 
mo-rim yhjgh does not survive this test is false. This is the famous principle of 
Kant’s ethics, he called a formal ethics because a mere form of rationality, 

i.e. universality, is a sufficient test of goodness. This grew out of Rousseau, and 
throws, as I said before, retroactively light on Rousseau; because in the ease of 
Rousseau, natural law in the traditional sense had already become highly problematic, 
because the natural man, the nature of man, was, did no longer have any specifically 
humon traits: 'it was no longer a social being; it was no longer a rational being. 

| phs g is only a first indication of how one could try, and to some extent Rous¬ 
seau Mnaoif tried, to overcome the difficulty of which he had become aware at the 
first. Later on we will see more about that, tfe first have to consider mere fully 
j the variety of meanings the term "natural"' has in Rousseau. We come to that 

now. But, i-ir. Boyen. 

A: I am sorry, I didn't get the answer to the question that you posed In Rousseau's 
terms, how we get the Ought on the basis of.... 

I S: One can only say this: the question, I mean.... Today, as it is generally 
, presented, on the basis of Kant of course, is, there is a sphere of the Is, and there 
is no pointer whatever from the Is to an Ought. Have you heard that view, which is 
; today the prevailing view? You can say that is in this partly prepared by 3ume_, but 
' rn-i^r more prepared by Rant. And the traditional view, say, most clearly expressed 
; in Aristotle , is that there is such a pointer, because everything points towards its 
i end, towards its completion, towards its perfection; so the question of this distinc- 
I tion of Is and Ought didn't exist. Then there was a great break, connected primarily 
I with Hobbes —I will take this up later—and Hobbes still thought it is possible, 

! while abandoning teleology—^blckbd7 this is Hobbes—to have a natural law. Rousseau, 
; too, believed that, but in Rousseau the whole thing becomes very problematic, because 
| of his deviation from Hobbes. Hobbes’s natural man was still a rational being, al- 
j t-hnngh not a social being. Rousseau's natural man is not social, and also not ra— 
j tional. How c-p™ such a subhuman being give any guidance to man—that is the dif— 

| ficulty—of how we should live. Bo you see that? Row, on this basis, one can 
j rightly state there is no pointer from the Is to the Ought. So, we must have an 
j entire...a principle of the Ought which has no basis whatever in the Is. That is 
I what Kant was trying to do. But as I said...but when Rousseau speaks of the gensral- 
j ization of the wills taking place in political legislation, and Kant speaks of the 
! universalization of ma-r-inig taking place in moral choice, there is a connection, 
j They are not identical, because Rousseau is speaking of political law and Kant is 
i speaking of moral law; they are not identical, but there is a connection there. The 
i mere form, called by Rousseau generalization and by Kant universalization, is suffi- 
’ cient for making a distinction. 
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So now, let us proceed and first get a better notion of the variety of 0 f 

Rousseau; let us turn to page 148, the third para. 

A: "The exercise of the natural arts....they make society necessary." 

2: Let us stop here for one moment. The natural arts are those the natural 

nan, the iso l a t ed m an ,can practice. The industrial arts are not natural, because 
they are based on division of labor, as we see in the sequel. 

A: "So long as only....make up for their idleness." 

S: So, natural is, then, that for which one does not need others, what does not re¬ 
quire division of labor. In other words, when I satisfy my needs without the help 
of any other human being, this is natural; whereas if I, by working with others, I 
satisfy also, the need of others and not my whole being is involved, because I 
specialize necessarily on the basis of division of labor, then it is not natural. 

Now one sees hers both the closeness to Mgrx the difference from Marx. what 
was Marx's solution to this problem? Because that is exactly Marx's problem: a»n 
has ceased to be natural by virtue of the division of labor——only Harx does no 
say "ceased to be natural,” because nature r,pp no longer the character of a norm for 
harx—man has ceased to be whole, entire; has become fragmentized. And the only way 
; to overcome it is not a return to the savages, but to go on; to go in in the process 
\ of division of labor until a point is reached where communism becomes the only pcs— 
fsibility of going on with society: the complete socialization of man, i.e. the 
,complete suppression of the natural in Rousseau's sense, through overcoming the 
division of labor. So you have a whole man, a not fragmentized, not 

spec ializ ed, but within society and through society; a whose faculties are 
fully developed, whereas the natural man in Rousseau's sense is admittedly a ” p T> 
whose faculties are still completely undeveloped. Let us read the next para. 

A: "Your main object...make men useful to one another.” 

S: That is all we need, we see a connection with Marx here: the primary are 

not the social relations proper, but, as one could almost say, the modes of produc¬ 
tion. The way which man satisfies his needs by productive activity, that makes h - *™ 
what he is. But this only in passing. 

Here natural needs are also spoken of in the sequel as opposed to the imag¬ 
inary needs. Social; imaginary; opinion; this is all the distinctive mark of the 
non—natural, we must always keep this in mind. There is one more passage, on page 
149, in the fifth para. A little bit on in this para: "In order to be wise...." 

A: "To be wise we must discern....comparison between popular ideas truth..." 

S: No: "between opinion and truth." 

A: "...between opinion and truth....the opinions of other people..." 

S*. No. That is very interesting: he calls it public opinion hare. Public opinion 
originally had a derogatory sense, never let us forget that. Public opinion is 
j wrong opinion, foolish opi n ion; and it is an interesting story, when public opinion 
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I began to take on a positive Cleaning—and this is, I believe partly true in Rousseau, 
jin Rousseau you find both usages, the positive and the negative meaning. And then, 
\of course, it became simply positive in the later development, with the later devel¬ 
opment of democracy. But originally it meant simply foolish opinion. I remember 
Ian occurrence of the term in Tho^^Hore's Utopia—1 tMnv a single occurrence— 
where it has simply a negative - meaiLmgT*" Yes? 

A: "But if you begin to instruct him in public opinion before you teach 

him how to judge of their worth...." 

S: No, "of its worth." In other words, first you have to teach h-iw how to judge of 
public opinion, and then it is no danger to him if he is exposed to it. But if he 
is exposed to public opinion without having acquired the capacity to judge of it, 
then he will be subjugated by it. Go on. 

A: "...your pupil will adopt....than teach h-tm your own." 

S: As he continues—we cannot read that—in the next para, he speaks of the fact 
he cannot yet know the social laws, but he knows the rhgSnn of necessity. He is 
almost exclusively a physical brine n physical being, not yet a moral being—and 
he appreciates all bodies of nature and all works of by their sensible rapports, 
sensibly perceivable rapports, with his utility, his security, Ms preservation, his 
well-being. That is this stage. 

In the next para he speaks in passing, he calls...he says, as it were, that 
loile is not a vulgar man, vulgar child; but this does not contradict the fact that 
Emile is an average man. He is an average man, but not educated in the average man¬ 
ner. To that extent Emile is not a vulgar man. Now, let us turn to page 151, at 
the end of the first para. 

A: "I do not ask whether...;dependent on popular prejudice.” 

S: "op ini o n ." So, in other words, the so-called lowest arts are the highest, be¬ 
cause they are the freest and least dependent on other arts. This is, of course, 
directly opposite to the Aristotelian view where the highest arts are the most 
directing arts: those arts, or art, which should direct ell other arts. Here, of 
course, the connection with Rousseau's democratic tendencies is here quite visible. 

.thin* (?) 

A: Could you apply this to something like an art where you put every/., on the same 
level as the arts that Aristotle often talks about, nv* horsemanship, or even 
medicine? would you be able to push Rousseau to the point of saying that the groom, 
the art of the groom is more important? 

S: Yes, I th ought of that same example. Let me simply restate the point. Say, the 
high est art—let ua call it the legislative art—end subordinate to it is the 

political art in the narrower sense—the art of the statesman who...well, you can 
make it clear: the legislative art is that art which enabled the Founding Fathers 
to estab lish the Constitution, an art not required of the President of the U.S., 
because he works within that framework; he is not supposed to establish it—so the 
art of the statesman is lower ; and then there is an art still lower, 

and that is the military art, the art of the general, because he to take orders 
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from the President. And then you have to say the art of the captain of cavalry is 
inferior to the general's art because ha has to take orders from the general who 
synchronizes the activity of infantry, cavalry, elephants, artillery, or what other 
military subjects there may be. And then we come down to the art of the bridle- 
maker, because he is told by the horseman what kind of bridle is good for his 
activity. Simple hierarchy of arts; you can apply it to any other thing, I thi n k. 

But why is this nevertheless not applicable to Rousseau here? Because the art of 
the bridle—maker is surely an art dependent on many others, for ex am p le on the 
material out of the bridle is made, you know, and these arts. So what Rous¬ 

seau Has in irri'nd Bt*R arts which are autonomous, completely autonomous; and the art 
of the "bridle-maker is obviously not autonomous. But the simplest case, the tiller 
of the soil: he doesn't need anyone to guide him; he knows what to sow, and when 
to sow, and when to harvest, and so on. 

A: Yea, but can you this transition? It would be very helpful to be able to 
make this transition. 

S: All right; how wouxd Aria to tie argue against this case of Rousseau? I mean, is 
the art of the tiller of the soil wholly independent of the existence...I mean, you 
mustn't take the present-day industrial farmer who is dependent on chemistry and 
what-not, but take in older times-when the farmer knew everything he had to know 
from what he had seen his father before him do. Vihat would be Aristotle's objection? 
Well, very simply, how the farmer be sure that he will harvest what he sows un¬ 
less there is government? The enemy may come, end all kinds of other things. So, 
in other words, the tilling of the soil requires political life if it is to be 
sure; and therefore.... There is in one way surely the dependence of the ruler on 
the farmer, because if the farmers wouldn't produce grain and what-not, they would 
have nothing to eat, but this relationship.... /“B lackb oard^/ There is such a 
relationship ««d such a relationship; but this doesn't do away with the fact that 
thi is higher, more’ intellectual. farmer's art is not an intellectual art. 

I mean, the minimum of.... 

A: Then this gets into the.'..for Rousseau it would be the embarrass ing position of 
that Aristotle takes account of the natures that are linked with each 

of these arts. 

S: Yes, and this leads to the great difficulty: you see /“blackboard/, if you have 
this order, that means, in other words, that what should rule, politically expressed, 
is wisdom; and wisdom has a natural rigjit to rule, and that is, of course, incom¬ 
patible with the principle of democracy as ordinarily understood. And therefore 
Rousseau must take the other way around. Or simply said, politically, what...in 
Aristotle's analysis—>and the facts were not changed by Rousseau's time—-which are 
the classes in control in a democracy, according to Aristotle ? There is this g e n er al 
formula. 

A: The middle class. S: Ho, no. A: The poor. 

S: poor. But what does "the poor" mean? That doesn't mean beggars, paupers. 

A: The many. 

S: Yes, that is the same; because,it so happens, the many who, as Aristotle has so 
wisely said*... 
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A: rf'ould this be the commercial interests? 

| S: No: the farmers and artisans—not the gentlemen farmers, but the peasants 
! the artisans. And they are the preferred classes in Rousseau, naturally. I mean, 

1 that's not the whole story, but up to a certain point, because Rousseau a demo¬ 
cratic intuition. But this brings us tip to the true difficulty: if you look at 
the education of Emile, this is obviously not the education which a poor farmer's, 
or a carpenter's boy can ever afford; obviously. More generally stated, how is the 
indiv idu a l is m of Rousseau compatible with hie democracy—a question which we have 
tou che d upon before—because democracy surely hh*«bb the supremacy of the communal 
will, at least in Rousseau’s opinion. Now, what do we know about that? How is 
indiv id ualis m.... Some people—not everyone, that is clear, but some individuals— 
perfect their reason fully. That is one thing; and the other thing is society. 

Let us never forget what Rousseau says about the fundamental cleavage between the 
: perfection of society and the perfection of the individuals. Have you forgotten 
: that? I mean, you have many precedents for forgetting it, because it is generally 
done in the literature on Rousseau, but we shouldn't forget it. How are they re¬ 
lated in Rousseau? 

A: I th in k of the S: wherever you want; anywhere. 

A: 'xhe -fact that all men should not have knowledge.... 

S: ♦. .and could not have: certainly could not have. 

A: But in order, then, for society.... S: Hr. Seltzer? 

A: I t hink it has to do with this passage in the about Bacon and 

Descartes . in other words a few rare individuals who don't need any guidance; t 
t h i nk this oomes out, too, in the where he says that he, Rousseau, at 7 

years old was a man, was th-iniH-ng i-iim & man , and not ni» a child. 

S: Tes, that is true; that is quite true. But in order to understand that, we must 
look a t how democracy is ordinarily understood—1 mean, not by Rousseau. Liberal 
democracy as ordinarily understood means, I think, both: the highest development of 
1 the individual, of all individuals; and rule by the collective consisting of these 
i nd ividua ls . Self —government of each over his sphere; a-nd self —government of the 
individuals united of their common affairs. This is not Rousseau's view of the sit¬ 
uation. 

A: Would you say in liberal democracy the answer is to give a private sphere in 
whi c h the individuals develop end a public sphere in which the many rule; and Rous¬ 
seau's view is to make, in that quote we read earlier, is to the individual 
dependent on law as a general will? 

i 

S: No, let us leave it at that general formula which you simply stated: the pri¬ 
vate sp h e r e. What is the status of the private sphere in Rousseau? 

A: It's simply abolished in the Social Contract. 
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| S: Yes and no. In the theoretical formula it is completely abolished, because 
j the social contract means the surrender of the individual, with all his forces and 
I everything belonging’ to him, to society; there is no private sphere. The private 
j sphere exists, exists only by virtue of an act of the common will, of the gene- 

! ral will. So, in other words, the citizen body assembled establishes by law the 
■ sanctity of a private sphere which the general will defines, and whenever the general 
.will feels there is something wrong with this previous definition, it can alter the 
definition. Is this clear? So, Rousseau, wants to have a private sphere; but this 
private sphere is absolutely dep en de n t on the will of the sovereign—that is the 

point_whereas • in the more common notion of liberal democracy, that is denied. 

| and therefore Rousseau has to...the problem of Rousseau arises on this ground. Since 
1 there is such a necessity of a general will which is all—competent and truly sover¬ 
eign, the question arises, is there not something in man which transc en d s the general 
[will. And Rousseau says, yes, in the case of some few individuals; not in the case 
iof all individuals. Do you see that? That is where the difficulty arises. 

A: Isn't it stated that what is sufficient as far as ruling goes among the people 
who rule is that their sentiment carries them to the point of doing what they should 
do? 


S: Then there would be no difficulty, would there? 

A: Except for the fact...when the sentiment isn't fouled up. 

S: Yes, but then there would be no problem, there would be no need for civil society. 
If all men would.... 

A: But the point is that their sentiment is corrupted and it has to be enlightened. 

| S: Yes, but since it is everywhere corrupted in Rousseau's sense, so everywhere sen- 
• timent is insufficient. In other words, there is not such a hind of—as Aristotle 
I seems to sketch it at the beginning of the Politics^—a kind of org an ic development 
from the family towards larger associations, finally the polis . For R ousseau, at a 
certain point a genuine break takes place. That ia what he means by the denaturali¬ 
zation——denature!——'which is necessary, we will come to that later, hr. fu i ll er. 

A: What is the nature of this private sphere ./"inaudible phrase _7? 

S: That should have property, private property. And t hi s of course, also 

clearly that there must naturally be freedom of speech in the popular assembly—I 
mean, that is clear. But whether there is simply freedom of speech outside of the 
assembly, at street corners, in pubs, that is the question. You know that people 
{ are not always—how shall I say—so liberal as we have become, that criticism of the 
i government by private persons is permitted. When you speak in the assembly you are 
' not a private person, you are a mftrn hoT» of the sovereign. That is a different story. 

A: Also, if you listen to somebody in a pub, you are not m a kin g up your own mind. 

Si Pardon? Yes, this should all be done in the assemblies. I don't say that Rous¬ 
seau would go so far, but a certain freedom of speech is inseparable from democracy, 
that goes without saying. But the question is whether the freedom of speech required 
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! i* sufficient that ^which is allowed7 in the public assembly. Row of course, in 

■ a representative government that is impossible**— 1 that goes without saying—and there¬ 
fore criticism of government in the press and in similar M»na of public cccmunica— 

■ tion is indispensable for liberal democracy as we know it, that is perfectly dear. 

: But this (toes not necessarily mean...that means, for all practical purposes, surely, 

freedom of speech, there is no question—I mean, there could be still limitations of 

• a seco nd ary nature. But the key point, 1 think, for Rousseau is really property: 
there should be private property. Whether there should not be limitations to it is 
another matter. I mean, you Imow, you can do it in various ways, by tax laws, 

so on.... 

A: 1 would li k e to get back to this first question that started us all off on this, 
on the arts. Isn’t it true that Rousseau's placing a higher emphasis on these, on 
the arts that he does place on, those would be the so-called m ghoT arts, would be 
dependent on government or society, whereas his arts wouldn't be. 

S: Yes, but this is not quite.... They to, only Emile doesn't know it yet. You 
I must never forget that; I mean, sometimes he presents the things, of course, from 
Emile' s point of view, in order to justify how he handles Emile 1 s questions • But 
nevertheless, what Rousseau has in Tn ^ T|1 ^ is that the less a is dependent 
on others, the freer he is, the more natural is his life*; the more natural. Now, 
it is possible for a cultivator of the gn ~ 1 ' ^ who also raises some cattle to be almost 
autarch. I mean, his wife weaves t he i r clothes, they get their milk from the goats 

• or cows i and if he has a certain aptitude he take care of ^ q clow ari ^ the 

other things as well. At least a close approximation to autarchy is possible, and 
this is.... In the case of the artisan, it is of course different, arid he will later 
on make it clear that the artisan is in a way freer than the peasant, because he is 
not bound to nis la nd . In another sense he is of course «ii^ more dependent, because 
he is in need of customers, you lmow, which the peasant is not to the degree. 

I think one can simplify the whole issue by saying—which is absolutely true— 
that the goal of Rousseau's education is a man of the w«-h mum independence, the in¬ 
dividual of the m aximum independence. Maximum independence implies always a very 
nigh degree of .dep endenc e on others, that goes without saying, but the maximum. 

And t he n from this point of view, he thinks that a °wn who possesses one of the 
simpler arts, like those of the carpenter, possesses a mo-H nm of independence, be¬ 
cause even in times of distress people still need houses end other things; he 
is very mobile: if, for one reason or other, he does not find a living in place A, 
he can go to place B, C, and so on. This is the point ghi he develops later. Yes? 

A: You once stated that the classical •undftTfltandjng did not distinguish between gov¬ 
ernment and society; in contradistinction to the modern understanding, the classics 
did not distinguish between gover nmen t and society. Are these two reunited 

in Rousseau's democracy? 

i 

S: You misstate what I said. I said there is no distinction between state and 
society; that is not quite the same. In other words, when you read Aristotle—and 
rlato is also —this comes out more clearly: there are many societies 

or associations distinguished from the political association, the commonwealth. The 
family, a trade u nion , a bu s i ne ss corporation, are all associations. But there is 
not society as a unity di sti ng u ish ed from that other unity called the state. Do you 
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see that? Or, to take .another modem version, society is the all-embracing unity of 
which, the political association is a part; do you see that? Now, I think the most 
important element of this distinction and the earliest historically is the market. 

You see, when the ancients speak of economics, they mean the management of the house- 
] hold—you Inaow, including even how one treats one's wife and c h ildren and slaves— 

! but in the narrower sense it would he simply the acquisitive activity going with 
1 that. Now, we speak of economics, we t hin k pr i m ar ily not of such a unit as 
I the household, but of the market. The market is a kind of association of human 
beings, an informal association, isn't it? And this of course proved to be insuf- 
ficient, and then the notion of society as it today emerged gradu- 

' ally in the 18th end 19th century. But the government is of course political, that 
goes without saying. Now, to come back to your question. 

A: I don't know if it applies any more, but could you co mment on this distinction 
as it applies to Rousseau's democracy? 

( S: Nell, in Rousseau there is no distinction. There are individuals, and there are 
] also smaller groups like families; but there is no society in our sense. The soci- 
! ety is the political society. By the way, when you read Looks, there is a certain 
| deliberate confusion there—in parts of Locke—but when it comes down to the real 
; issue, society proves to be political society. Society is political society. That 
doesn't mean, to repeat, that there are not other associations or societies, but 
: they are sub-political, that is the point. But when we speak of society today in 
! contradistinction to the state, we mean that the two are at least equal in dignity, 

! or rather that society is of highar dignity tha n the state. The state is meant to 
■ serve society; this is the other part of it. Now, Rou sseau has in this respect 
; the ancient view—in this respect. 

A: Isn't the principle of self-sufficiency also very important in Aristotle'a atti¬ 
tude towards the peasant and artisan? I mean, in the Tiaaeus, for instance, where 
the gentleman has a lot to do with an interest in self-sufficiency. 

I S: Yes, but what is the core of his self-sufficiency? The fact that he will be a 
1 gentleman farmer, of course; he will not till the soil h imself. You must never for- 
1 get that; ha will not till the soil. But his self-sufficiency consists essentially 
(in his moral self-sufficiency. He can reasonably guide his life; he doesn't have to 
(orders in the sense that he is subject, nor is he such a man that he should 
i take orders. A self-sufficient man in Aristotle , one can say, is a man who does not 
need orders to live well; and a farmer or artisan in Aristotle's point of view is a 
maw who would need orders to live well,.because of his insufficienc education. That 
! is what Aristotle meant; self-sufficiency for the good life. Here, the good life 
’ hasn't yet emerged in any sense: at best comfortable self-preservation, whi c h is 

< not the good life. 

A: What was—could you go over this for a second?— Rousseau's defense of private, 
property that you mentioned earlier? 

S; It is not a defense. One could say he takes it for granted, simply. Z"a: No, 

I mean.I do not remember a passage where he defends it. Oroinarily, frequently, 

< he criticizes it very sharply, but nevertheless he takes it for granted. 
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A: Because apparently we can't live without it? 

I s: Yes. wo, seriously, I suppose the simple common-sense observations wh ic h Aris¬ 
totle „ Plato; you know, that everyone should have a sphere 

where he is fully responsible, because if there is common resp onsib ility then thin gs 
are rt" nf> worse thpn if one man is responsible, ana,also the considerations of expe- 
i diency and so on. So Aristotle. I would say, takes private property for granted, ... 

1 while very frequently the many vices which almost necessarily follow 

from it. 

A: /"inaudible question, answered in the affirmative.^ ^ wouldn't Rousseau 
actually be Hm-iting himself-—in an ecological sense—by limiting himself to just 
this bodily progress? 

S; Yes, he does it up to now; we have seen that: self-preservation and the well¬ 
being of the body. 

A: And there is no freedom, then. It is just a very esoteric 
Because the life process is completely in terms of.... 

i S: well, if we do not engage in metaphysics of any kind, we have to admit that in 
1 order to live we have to get these things——food, shelter, and so on. And in order 
to get it we must have the freedom to get it—which can be proven empirically very 
simply: if someone would fetter you, you could not even go to the drugstore at the 
comer and get a coca—cola. So, you need freedom in order to preserve yourself. 

A: wouldn't Aristotle's idea of freedom be different than Rousseau's?- 

! S: Surely, that is no question. But you must...but that is the point: what does 
i Rousseau understand by freedom? Part of it is simply that understanding of freedom 
! which Hobbes and Locke had: you cannot preserve yourself if you are not free to 
t o th<» means of your self-preservation, and if you are not free to judge of 
what is conducive to self-preservation. Th at is a cert ain notion of freedom. Ans— 
t itle only - Hri tiVb that is not enough., because, as he puts it,men enter the city x or the 
sake of mere life, but the city exists for the sake of the good life; and the true mean¬ 
ing of freedom would be in terms of the good life, not of means for mere life. Now, 
Rousseau also Has a somewhat more lofty notion of freedom, but how it is related to 
; this Hobbes-Locke an , that is not easy to answer. 

A: Aristotle speaks of those who I guess in some way live outside of their societies, 
those who are less than men or more than men. 

£: Yes, well, less than men, those who ere completely...so—how shall I say—so 
osychopathological, so moronic, there are such people. And on the other han d there 
would be people who would not need society, because taey are in the highest respect 
self-sufficient. He did not elaborate what he meant, but he meant by that philos¬ 
ophers. But in a simple sense, of course, it cannot be true, because they, too, -need 
food, shelter, the other things. 


A: 




/ 


What about the ones of the lower 
what can you do with them? 
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A: la there anything which corresponds to that clash or body in ’lousseau? 

S: I Rousseau would admit that there are idiots, sure. He woulilxadmit that. 

Hr. Scfarock, I am neglecting you. 

A: I don't have too much clarity on what the problem of democratic rule is in. 13 - 
qafpy it gootwft to me that you're suggesting that the Emile digit be an ideal type,'• 
but an impossible suggestion of how the democratic, or the average man might be made 
rational,if that were possible—that is, if every man could have one tutor, and so 
forth. But perhaps the Emile could have a lower aim: rather t h a n making all men 
capable of exercising rationality in the assembly, as in the perhaps 

the Emile might be a suggestion of how to make a few men, a few average men, leaders. 

S: Exactly; that's it. 

A: On page 126, he says that Emile is made to lead, to rule his fellows.... 

1 S: Well, that is very simple; I mean, I can explain that to you. Rousseau makes a 
.distinction between the sovereign and the government—and an explicit distinction 
ami it is very rare that this distinction is made as clearly prior to him. The 
sovereign is not the government. In the ancient democracies, the sovereign was the 
government. The sovereign people did not only make laws, it also deliberated about 
war "Tifl peace, and war and peace, and of course judged in the lawcourts. p 1 ® 

1 distinction between sovereign and government means that the executive and judicial 
actions are not actions of the people as people-, but actions of individuals commis¬ 
sioned by the people. And this must be so if there is to be wisdom and justice in 
society, according to Rousseau. And so, the government is radically different from 
the sovereign. By the way, that is underlying, of course, the American Constitution ; 
that goes without saying. The sovereign people delegate these and these powers to 
the executive, legislative, and so on. 

I A: So, might be the government? 

5: He would be government,' sure; perhaps even more than that, perhaps even a legis¬ 
lator, for all we know; but that is unlikely. But surely government. 


EffiD OF TAPS SHE ORE 


S: ...so the sovereign people needs leaders, needs a governor, and not everyone is 

fit for that; and while the sovereign people mast elect them, they c a nn ot be a sub¬ 

stitute for them. That is simple. Mr. Boyan, did you have a point? 

A: I had several, but.... Okay, I'll ask one, at least. 

S: Tes; the most pertinent, at least. 

A: When you were about the difference between iiousseau a n d A r isto ule s mean 

■jwg of freedom, you said Aristotle meant .-bythat, .'.thought that freedom was re¬ 
quired by the good life. Does one judge the good life; for Aristotle, does one make 
judgments of what is the good life? 
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S: what do you maan by that: do know vhat the good life is? Of course; other-’ 
vise they couldn't speak of it. Whether everyone knows it, is another question. 

But Aristotle , I think, would say this: that every not completely corrupted indi- 
' vidual blows what the good life is; and even if he is aware that, for one reason or 
i the other, he is not capable of leading it, he will have a kind of natural deference 
' to it. Say, for example, the farmers in the country, relatively uncorrupted people: 
they would naturally bow to the scholars, to their betters. The people in the big 
cities, i3io» Athens, especially those at the waterfront—Jinny Hof fa's boys—they 
would of course not bow to them, but they are obviously particularly corrupt people. 

I mean, I stated this; it has a longer story, but in effect it comes down to this. 

A: ly only difficulty with it is, then, what kind of freedom is that? 

I S: A freedom in the service of comfortable self-preservation is one thing; a free¬ 
dom in the service of a good, morally good life is another thing. I don't say that 
they are incompatible, but they are different considerations. For Aristotle , the 
whole emphasis is on the latter freedom; whereas for Hobbes and Locke , the whole 
emphasis is on the other one. Rousseau is somewnere,in a way very difficult to 
describe, in between, i-br. horrison. 

A: /"inaudible phrase to the effect that he is going back to what has been said 
before^ Bid you say that this distinction between sovereign and government, that 
Rousseau had made it more sharply then peovious people? 

r S: Yes. well, I know only of one man.... You must not forget, in classical philos- 
j ophy it cannot exist, because the sovereign for Plato and Aristotle is the govexa- 
, ment, or vice versa; not narrowly conceived, I mean not the present administration, 
but the sovereign is the ruling body—not necessarily the present magistrate; this 
is uninteresting—you blow, the ruling body. The ruling body may be a few, or may 
be many, that doesn't make any.... There is a ruling body, at least in every repub¬ 
lican society; and this is the sovereign or the government, whereas in Rousseau 
you have the clear distinction, and prepared by certain things in Locke— for example, 
in Locke's distinction between the people and what we call the supreme power—but 
it is by no means as clear in Locke as it is in Rousseau. 

a: were you -^tv-i-ng about Esrsilius? 

1 3: That's it; exactly, iflarsilius of Padua is the only earlier thinker of whom I 
’ know who has something like this distinction. How does he call it? I forgot the 
name, /"inaudible answer/7 Princioales is government, and how does he call—the 
•po-pulus; the gonulus is.... Of course he doesn't speak of sovereign, naturally, 
although the term sovereign stems from medieval Latin: soveranus. suneranus: but ■ 
he doesn't . But in effect, I mean, one cannot read harsilius 

without being reminded of the Rousseauan distinction* 'But I believe in Xarsilius 
it is not ultimately maintained, the distinction. That would be a very long story, 
•but in.... Yes, that is perfectly defensible, what you say. That is the last 
question now; otherwise we don't make any headway. 

A: Bid this gentleman here mean to imply that Smile is supposed to be a ruler of a 
new kind of society? Because I think there are many..-. 
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3: Yes, you can say that. I mean, he would, he very best fitted for being a member 
of the gover nm e nt in a good republic to be founded after revolution. 

A; I was going to comment that in the beginning, in the very opening, Rousseau says 
that Plato.'s Republic is a treatise on politics, but that actually it's a good trea¬ 
tise on education; whereas, as you see later.... 

|S: On civic education, Rousseau says. A: Yes, and he also compares the.... 

; S: Eo, this is... I think we are...I will only repeat what X said: at the begin- 
| ning, Rousseau presents civic education and human education as incompatible; and in 
the course of the argument, by the fact that the nan with the best human education 
1 proves to be educated for guiding and ruling men, the two educations seem to come 
together, to coincide. But this is not quite true. 

A: He also, on page 127, just after this gentleman quotes here, that incident about 
Lord Hyde, who , he says he thinks the educa¬ 

tion of the child is very promising; ' and he says, because / p. 127, para ^/"The ques¬ 
tion is exactly adapted...the child's judgment," this child has been educated some¬ 
what like Rousseau. Then he says: "Thus did the pupil...able to tame." Is he 
thinking of Alexander there? 

S: Yes, he must mean Alexander, but I don't know. 

A: And Rousseau is to Smile as Aristotle is to Alexander? 

S: Yes, but you must not press it; but something of that you can say. 


How, we go on. On page 151, para 2, we find a very clear statement of Rous¬ 
seau's goals of education, in the middle: "He will wish to know the- reason of every¬ 
thing...he will not admit anything by supposition," i.e. on the basis of unexamined 
premises. That is a very strong statement: the child without prejudices. He does 
not assert anything the truth'of which he does not know. 

Page 152, in the 4th para, you find a statement, when he speaks about the 
first preparation for social life, and then Eouaseau really says—one wouldn't be¬ 
lieve it; I didn't remember it; I was quite shocked when I read it—"money is the 
true l i nk of society." Here you see the connection between Rousseau and the British 
tradition—Hobbes at the top: money is the blood of the body politic. So, how much 
Rousseau, in spite of all his criticism of this tradition, takes over. 

A: It is modified, though. 

S: Yes, sure it is modified. But still, that he would say that! I mean, Aristotle 
would not even say it provisionally. Good; fine. And the reason is clear: because 
if the primary end is comfortable self-preservation, and comfortable self-preservation 
presupposes exchange, and exchange is not reasonably possible without money, it fol¬ 
lows absolutely necessarily. 

A: I t h i n k we're passing the first of maybe the three turning points in the con¬ 
verging of the two lines, and I believe they are going to come under the 
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catechetical lines, moral flesh and the devil; but this business of taking up the 
. trade of the artisan is definitely pushing Exile into the world; it seems the first 
radically not natural.... 

J . S: Yes, but in what sense? That is quite true: it occurred to me very strongly 
when Father Vaughan read his paper; namely, that in a way, of course, he becomes 
already socialized in this stage. But why does Rousseau nevertheless say it is not 
! yet socialisation? Because it is only calculation which coses in; so to say, the 
' market: he enters the world of exchange of goods and services, and not more. The 
! nore comes in in the fourth book. I mean, natural man as Rousseau understands him 
1 comes into society in order to satisfy his bodily needs—and the bodily needs and 
; the satisfaction of these needs is of course what one ordinarily understands by the 
: economic life. You know, he becomes socialized to the extent to which he now g ai n s 
understanding of the economic life—not more—and the expression of it, what wes 
i read, that he must know only the bare wriw-imim of property right, because naturally, 

: exchange is impossible .without lines being drawn re property. 

Kow, on page 154, in the note there is another remark, in the middle: "I 
have made myself an inviolable law: never to demand from him something of whi c h the 
reason was not within his"—how do you translate it, k sa poign&e? 

A: That he didn't understand; in his grasp. 

S: "...in hi a grasp." That only concerns what we have seen so much, we must read 
155 , the fifth pera. 

A: "at the beginning of this...enough for our needs...” 

5 : I mention only that what he here second period, he called previously the 

third period. That is something for hr. Seltzer to observe. Go on. 

A: "...to enable us....preparing to seize it." 

S: Yes; who is that foe? Who is that enemy? 

A: Sophie. 

S: Well, yes. I think we all understand, although your answer was not exact, be¬ 
cause you took only an individual, instead of the kind: sex. That comes in Book 
Four.. 

A: Sophie is woman; she is just an example. 

S: I see. Yes, that one could perhaps say. So this we must keep in mind for the 
plan of the whole: the enemy comes in only in Book Four. Now, in the sequel, he 
speaks of the necessity of the division of labor and of civil society. But again 
this whole thing is based, as he makes clear at the end of page 156, para 2: "The 
first lav of nature is, the concern with self-preservation." This is said all the 
time. Negatively expressed: the strongest natural aversion is that against death, 
as he also says in the immediate sequel. I we should read—in spite of the 

late time: it is very important—page 156, para 4. 
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A: "'Sir, I must live....great man coldly." 

S: I know a tetter version of that, I think., also told by Rousseau elsewhere: you 
k-nn v, a man— how do you him, who delivers grain and this sort of t hing to armies? 


A: Factors. 


S: Ko, no; I in war-time. • At any rate, such an individual had cheated the 
government qtiH he was caught, and then he fell to the feet of Louis XX7, and says, 
"Sieur, I must live." and Louis XIV, with perfect detach men t, said, "I do not see 
the necessity thereof." all right. 

A: "This answer....without conscious virtue." 

S: "without virtue." Why does he ma k Q this insertion? So, in ot her words, goodness 
is distinguished from virtue, as you see. Self-preservation is compatible with good¬ 
ness. It must be modified when man enters society. And there, duty and virtue come 
in; duty and virtue are something fundamentally different from goodness. That 
is a key distinction in Rousseau. Have you found any man making a distinction be- 
; tween goodness and virtue before? 

i 

' Ar In 

' S: Yes, but that is the Jean-Jacque3. I mean prior to him. 

A: Machiavelli. S: I'iacbiszgULi. What does he m ea n by that? 

A: Well, verti is prudence, or.... S: It is more than prudence. 

A: Isn't it for something? 

S: Yes, combination. Surely, shrewdness plus energy, as they say today; and good¬ 
ness something iondness. And Rousseau makes the distinction in an .en¬ 

tirely different sense, but the distinction is there, and much could be said about 
it. It is absolutely crucial, distinction for Rousseau. Society becomes 

necessary because of the conflict of interests, and therefore it becomes necessary 
to redefine the highest moral rule in the sense, pursue your good with the least 
evil to others. And here it becomes necessary in this stage to establish government, 
or to replace goodness by obedience to the law and public spirit, i.e. virtue. 


On pflg* 157, para 2, there is an important reference to the coming revolu¬ 
tion as a reason for the Em^lg, type of education: these Fr en ch nobility can no 
longer be sure of its traditional way of life; they may lose all their possessions— 
as it happened—and they must prepare themselves for such an emergency. But I 
think it is equally important to add taat the coming revolution is due to the nat¬ 
ural principles of society stated in the two preceding paras. If these principles 
take hold of men, then they will destroy the ancien regime. 

A: Thus fulfilling the prophecy. 


/ 
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S: Yes, 1 think that is true, and in the sequel, page 156, para 2, he speaks of 
that new society without privileges. At the end of this para, if you read that: 

"He who eats without working...." 

A: "Kan in Qciety...idler is a thief." 

S: Yes, "every idle citizen is a scoundrel." So, in other words, all must become 
workers, well, at that time, it did not mean manual workers; it could also mean 
gentlemen—and it meant that perhaps even more. But this is , 

there can no longer be a leisure class. The leisure class is a class of scoundrels. 
You oust have heard this quite often. 

A: This vexy st riking sort of inserted passage here about the coming revolution: 
is this a commonplace at. the time? 

5: 1 t h i n k there were more remarks all to this effect. But we have to take it here, 

and I t hin k the meaning is this: that while Rousseau speaks of the revolution as a 
reason, as an incentive to the upper class in France to modify the education of their 
offspring, Rousseau states on occasion why the revolution is morally necessary: be¬ 
cause the old society is based an principles contradicting the true natural law, 
which he has stated—1 mean self-preservation, equal right of self-preservation of 
all. Therefore, since self-preservation is not possible without some property, if 
only earned wages—and this applies equally to all—there is no place for a function¬ 
less, upper class, as people called it later, you know. And the French nobility bad 
become an almost functionless upper class, you know, by virtue of the system of 
Loins ZI7. 

A: How muon importance can you place on the fact that here he speaks in his own name 
about revolution, whereas In the book that he was writing at the same time, the Con¬ 
tract. when he speaks of revolution there, he doesn't speak in his own name? 

S: Because who would look in a book on education, somewhere buried in the middle, 
for a political passage? tihereas in the short pages, every 

sentence becomes immediately noticeable. That I t.hjwv would be.... 

A: But couldn't you mame a case for having the two of them together? 

5: You have to. After all, he was not—how do they call them, these men with two 
minds?—schizophrenic. Yes, 1 really should study that more. 

A: There is one point at interest beyond this, which was that he says in the 

that he was surprised to see that the censors, or whoever it was, had taken 
some slices out of Books 1 and II, end had not taken it out of the later books. I 
think it was out of I and II that they took it. 

S: I must say, Rousseau was an extremely intelligent man, but I believe his practi¬ 
cal judgment left much to be desired; and his shock which he got on account of the 
. persecution because of the Emile and I s * 1 think, not surpris¬ 

ing at all. It was perhaps not so surprising in the circumstances, because the French 
government was rather easy-going at that time, as you know. But of course, this was 
an easy-going practice, the old laws were still in force. Books could be burned, 

, both in France and Geneva, and they were burned. 
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j Now, Rousseau did one t hin g which la one sense is very honorable, s-n 

I another sense shows this lack of prudence. There were people who had written much 
I worse books from the point of view of the French government—the French materialists, 
you know, La hettrie and and these people—and nothing happened to them. 

Why? They were in Rousseau's view dishonest men: they published their books without 
their names in the title page. But this cannot have been as bad at the time, because 
such a model of decency as Montesquieu had done the same. But Rousseau insisted that 
; he wouldn't do anyth ing illegal: his name on the title page. A French minister, 

! J - ale3herbes - bad assured him; but of course iSalasherbes had not such an authority, 
and later on, through some ladies of high standing—I don't know; it was THwS of 
intrigue—Rousseau got into troubles, and in a perfectly...! mean, he had in fact 
acted against the law, because the government had the right to decide which books 
should or should not be burned. 

A: The odd thing is that they didn't cut this bit out. It seems to me that if they 
were cutting anything out.... 

I 5: I don't believe that the government at that time feared a revolution. You know, 
governments are, in a way...they ordinarily notice it latest, at the last. Ho, I 
think it was chiefly the attack on revealed religion in the profession of the Savoyard 
Vicar, this w h ic h ...and therefore also in Geneva, which, after all, was not a monarchy. 

A: Couldn't it also be s im ila r to what happened under the Czar, that the Czar's cen¬ 
sor simply gets tired of reading as he goes on? 

S: 'Jell, that was not quite so. No, that happened, surely, but in this case there 
were.. .somehow the attention of the censors^-men of high stanging very educated 
drawn to the fact that there are certain fishy things in these books. 


Now, on page 158, in the third para, there is a beautiful formulation of i 
occupations wh i c h fu rn i sh m a n with subsistence. That which approximates ^ most to 
the state of nature la manual labor. Approximation to ’the state of nature, I tMwif 
that is the best formula; one can find what Rousseau is driving at. Return to the 
state of nature is impossible, but an approximation to the state of nature on the 
level of developed humanity, that is what Rousseau wanted. That is only 

j the other side of what I said at the beginning of today's meeting. The state of 
nature or the natural man c a nno t possibly be simply a standard for Rousseau, because 
, of his subhuman character. Only certain aspects of h-tm can remain authoritative: 
^_his freedom, his independence, nothing else. And Rousseau is in a much greater dif¬ 
ficulty tha n Bobbes and Locke . That I think I should explain in connection with 
what I said at the beg inning . Bla ckb oard J I cannot reinterpret this picture, 

because I have forgotten the precise meaning of it. Well, Aristotle , teleology: 
there is a natural end of man. That is the link, we can say, between the Is and the 
Ought, if we can apply this distinction to Aristotle at all. Row, Hobbes and Locke 
destroy that; they think that it leads nowhere, it is wrong from every point of view, 
tahat do they do? They say we must start not from the end of man—if we*do that, we 
arrive at a Utopia, at a polity of gentlemen which haa never existed if you apply 
i steict standards and are not satisfied with what these ruling classes say about them¬ 
selves—but we must start from nature. Th at is clear. But how nature give us a 
pointer if it is not itself directed towards an end? Answer: within the natural 
1 P aasions of “att? there is one which is the most fundamental and, for thi* reason, the 



Rousseau, 9 


nost powerful, so that it is clear that any social arrangement which contradicts it 
is doomed to failure; and this basic passion is the passion for self-preservation or 
fear of violent death. And then Hobbes argued that out very well—I mean, once you 
grant the pr em ises, what he says follows—then you must have—since self-preservation 
necessarily leads to conflict, to the war of everybody against everybody—you have 
to have government, and the government must be omnipotent. That was Rousseau's JalcJ 
scheme. Now, the state of nature, the state in whies there is only self-preservation 
and other passions, and not yet government and law, is a standard, but a negative one: 
something to get away from . If you have understood that, that in its defects the 
state of nature points to the perfect state, state of civil society, that is roughly 
the Eobbes-Lockean scheme. 

But in Rousseau, at least if you take the seriously, this 

is of course destroyed, because the state of nature is good . It doesn't point away 
from itself, do you see that? I mea n , if it is a state of perfect...in every...a 
■ distance of 20 miles they live away from.. .if you nan barely lmow, from the distance, 

I of others, how can there be a war of everybody against everybody? They could have 
| lived in it forever and ever. And therefore there was the need of these famous 
I accidents for b ring i ng them together, and therefore for the end of the state of 
nature proper. Th is is the peculiarity of Rousseau's teaching. 

On page 169, in the second para. Here he describes, in a somewhat nrecious 
sentence, the goal of the education: "He must work as a peasant and think- as a phi¬ 
losopher in order not be be as lasy as a savage." It is impossible henceforth for 
man to find his happiness in living as a savage—if man was ever happy as a savage— 
and the solution is, he must work with his uva a peasant, but as free from 

prejudice, at the seme time, as a philosopher. That is the goal of the education in 
a sing le phrase, one could say. 

There comes then a passage about the intellectual education which is very 
important, but I don't see how we can handle that in the short time which we still 
have. That begi n s on page 165, in the fifth para. There Rousseau tells us what an 
idee, idea, is, and this is fu nd a me n tally the T^k»«T> view of the situation. 

On page 165, para 5* page 166, para 2; and 169, para 4; Mr. Seltser, you have 
to consider that when you come to the profession of faith, when he speaks of the 
hu m a n soul there. We come to that now. On page 167, para 5, Re speaks in the 
third sentence or fourth sentence: "There is a great difference between the natural 
man living in the state of nature and the natural man living in the state of society." 
It is now admitted that there can be a natural °*an in the state of society. That is, 
on the highest level, our £mile. The conflict between nature and society, between 
the education of man and the education of the citizen seems to be completely re¬ 
solved at this point. 

On page 167, bottom,to 168, top, you will see that this is now again called 
the third age of life. 

On page 168, para 2, a statement is made regarding the method for transform¬ 
ing sensations into ideas, for transforming what Hume called Impressions into ideas. 
Unfortunately, we cannot go into that. Let us turn rather to page 169, the second 
para from the bottom. 
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A: "Compelled to learn for himself..* more than ourselves." 

S: In other words, if I am sufficiently careful considering the formation of my 
ideas out of sensations, I am perfectly free from error. The chief source of error 
is authority, the opinion of others. Yes. 

A: "This continual exercise....subjective knowledge." 

£: In other words, that is his criticism of the traditional education: burdening 
of the m emo r y. It has been repeated n times since. But in Rousseau this has this 
very precise meaning: what you only know through memory you have learned originally 
merely by being told, without having understood it. So memory belongs together with 
opinion and authority and all three are opposed to understanding. No burdening of 
the memory, because the thing which alone counts is the strengthening of the under¬ 
standing. In connection with this, he says in the next para—I translate it: "He 
has a universal mind, not by its content," we can say, "but by the faculty to acquire 
enlightenment." So, esprit universel, a universal mind, that is the goal of the 
education. In the next para, "Emile has only natural arid purely physical knowledge. 
He does not even know the name of history; nor what that is, metaphysics and morals." 
This was mentioned by Father Vaughan. Let us consider only the last para of this 
book, or the para before the last: "In a word...." 

A: "...Emile is possessed....quite ready to receive." 

S: So, that goes through* up to now he is a strictly asocial being. I mean, except 
in the way in which a man participating in the market can be said to be social; you 
know, as exchanger of goods he is social, but only as such. One of you found a dif¬ 
ficulty there. Because ha is and is not social; strictly speaking, he is not social, 
because as a mere member of the market, you are not truly a social being: you are 
as much concerned merely with your own self as you would be if you did not partici¬ 
pate in the market. Now, the next para. 

A; "He thinks not of others....no debt to them." 

S: In other words, he is not unjust: he does not raise claim on the others without 
giving the others claim on aim, but he is strictly...that is anti-social; he is 
asocial. He has no obligations to others and he does not believe that the others 
have any obligation to him. 

A: "He is alone...in this condition have been wasted?" 

S: Here he calls it pride, but in French it is amour-propre; amour-propre. It is 
surely...pride is a defensible translation, but it is of course not quite exact. 
Rousseau makes a distinction between amour de sOi—self-love—and amour-propre, 
which, literally, could as well mean self-love. But it is just a kind of arbitrary 
coinage prior to Rousseau that it took on a slightly negative meaning, and especially 
the meaning of pride and vanity. Rousseau calls here amour-propre "the first and the 
most natural of all passions." % this he implies that self-preservation, the con¬ 
cern with it, is not a passion. So, passion can be used in a variety of senses. I 
mean, passion is anything which disturbs the mind; and self-preservation does not 
disturb the mind necessarily. The most natural of all the passions is this 
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amour-propre. So, pride—if we may use this term, translation--does not yet exist, 
because be is radically asocial. He is not yet concerned with the opinion of others. 
That only confirms what we have seen hitherto. And in the Fourth Book., with the 
awa kenin g of sexual desires, then there comes the socialization, to use a term which 
is now frequently used. 

^ I would like to mention only one point which I believe I have not emphasized 

I enough, and that is that while amour-propre is frequently used by Rousseau to desig¬ 
nate the root of all evil, that is not universally so in Rousseau. He says some¬ 
where in the Second Discourse, amour-propre is the origin of all our virtues and all 
our vices. In other words, everything specifically human—because self-preservation 
' is common to men and the beasts—is gkin somehow to amour-propre. And therefore the 
‘ citizen, for example, in the full sense, is unthinkable without amour-propre; 
the clearest sign of it is patriotism, which is traced by Rousseau to amour-propre. 

In other words, as long as mere self-preservation determines a man's willingness to 
enter civil society, it is without sentiment; it is a mere calculation: I am better 
off as a member of society than without it. And part of the sentiment of patriotism 
is l inke d up with self-love, with pride of this particular society in contradistinc¬ 
tion to others. Sven the legislator, when you read in the Book II, 

chapter 7, the be ginning ; the motive of the legislator is love of immortal glory, 
which belongs under the heading of amour-propre, isr. Morrison? 

A: Amour-propre is often .translated, I think, as self-respect. 

S: Tes, it could take on this.... 

A: I was wondering if there is a relation between self-preservation pad self-respect; 
that self-respect is self-preservation beyond.... 

S: Ho, there is no connection there. Self-preservation is what naa shares with the 
brutes. Only, man can use his reason, pad must use his reason, for preserving him- 
' self, because he doesn 1 t have sufficiently good instincts. But reason used in the 
service of self-preservation has nothing to do with what the others *M-r-k about you. 

In the m om en t one is concerned about the others, what the others think about oneself, 
then amour-propre exists. How, there are, of course, various forms. There be a 
very silly vanity; and in the highest sense it is desire for immortal glory. But 
all these p h e n o m e na have this in common, that man is concerned with what other human 
beings think about him. That, I believe, one say, is probably the most general 
definition of amour-propre which one can give. We must keep in mind. 

A: I was only thinking of it in the sense that for a person to have an idea that he 
himself is worth something is perhaps a half-way stage.... 

S: Ho, no; that is amour-propre. Because in self-preservation no such.... Because 
one cannot, say, be worth something without some incipient comparison; pr»d ^p 
the moment comparison enters, amour-propre begins. But as long as you are con¬ 
cerned merely with self-preservation, you are wholly indifferent to the opinion of 
others. 

A: But it is in this sense that amour-propre, self—respect, could be seen as being 
in a particularly close connection with self-preservation, perhaps as some k-ind 0 f 
next step up from it. 
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S; How? That I fail to see. A: The consciousness of self-preservation. 

S: Only accidentally; because sometime your self-preservation may depend on what 
others think about you—only in this respect—but that is accidental. For example, 
take any of these everyday occurrences in the old American West: whether you are 
suspected of being a horse-thief and therefore h a n ged or not depends very much on 
what people think about you. But that is accidental; that does not belong to the 
essence of self-preservation. 

A: It is conceivable to think of a situation where self-respect would lead you to 
deny self-preservation. 

S: Exactly; sure. I mean, all these things both which elevate man beyond mere 
self-preservation—like patriotism—and those which degrade him—by being concerned 
with what do these people whisper about me—all these things belong together; and 
therefore Rousseau says amour-propre is the root of all our virtues and all our 
vices. The motive which men have to develop virtues and vices proper is always in 
this sense amour-propre. So one may say amour-propre, in contradistinction to self- 
love, is specifically human. Whereas self-preservation in itself is not specifi¬ 
cally human; while the means for self-preservation—reason in the service of self- 
preservation—is of course specifically human. Mr. Schrock. 

A: Would Aristotle say that the concern for honor, for instance, in a good man is 
akin to this notion of amour-propre? 

S: Yes; but amour-propre has a kind of derogatory implication, nevertheless, which 
is absent in what Aristotle says about a magnanimous man—he is a man 

deserving great honors and claiming them—then there is no indication.... Perhaps 
Aristotle was too Jagg Austin -ihere, that is a long question; but still Aristotle 
has no indication of anything—how shall I say it?—low. In other words, he would 
not do the right thing, he would act wrongly, in not claiming these honors. It has 
a kind of objectivity which has nothing to do with his subjective feelings, if one 
may use these terms. 

A: I don't know the German terms, but Nietzsche makes a distinction between pride 
and vanity. Is pride self-sufficient? Is it something like the Aristotleian mag¬ 
nanimous man's...he discourages... 

S: Aristotle— let us put it this way—refuses to trace any virtue to passion. Vir¬ 
tue is for Aristotle an attitude toward passion, and never a passion. Th i n k of the 
Plato nic simple image, the charioteer and the two horses, the noble and the base 
horse. These are the passions, the horses. The charioteer is reason. And virtue 
is the charioteer. It needs some horses; but not as the motive, but in order to 
control them. For example, the desire for honors is very common—I don't say uni¬ 
versal: 1 have seen people who are absolutely indifferent to them—but very common. 
And now, what is virtue? It is not the desire for honor, but the attitude toward 
it: that you claim honors when it is right to claim them and for the reason why it 
is right to olaim them—namely, for example, one reason could be that it is simply 
showing disrespect, as you degrade, in a way, high office if you do not demand the 
honors habitually going with it; this kind of thing. I mean, it is t h i nkab le, after 
all, that a man without being in any way passionately interested in honors would 
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' demand them for objective reasons. Is that not imaginable? I mean, very simple 
case: I am sure there oust be many officers, subaltern officers, and even non¬ 
commissioned officers, who insisted on being properly treated by recruits without 
being in any way inflated by that. Simply, you have to do it; it ia part of the 
military order—and that can even be applied to the political order. For example, 
it is thinkable that someone sets the record of his activity straight, as, say, ’ 
Churchill has done, without being concerned with feme as such, but so that people 
may be able to judge properly of what was done while he was in charge of British 
policies; it is possible. And I think that Aristotle has in mind, whether his 
notion that...well, Aristotle never believed that true virtue is very frequent, but 
he would say it is possible, definitely possible, and he presented it as how it is 
when it is the genuine stuff; and therefore there is no passionate motive, strictly 
speaking, for virtue. I mean, in our present-day sense of the word passion, the . 
word passion has changed its sense so much that we speak today of passion as a term 
of praise very frequently. And for Aristotle, passion is not a term of praise, nor 
in itself of dispraise: it depends very much what passion and what degree of it. • 

But the seat of virtue is never in the passions. 

And in modern times, this...what the 17th and 18th century thinkers tried to 
do was to find a passionate substitute for virtue. That could be done...well, Hobbes 
was a tough fellow, and he felt that fear of violent death, that makes a man good. 

The more popular version is; of course, sentiments—X mean nice sentiments, from 
which sentimentality was derived—that is als o not reason in the driver's seat; on 
the contrary: it is sentiment. Kir. Muller. 

A: Rousseau makes generosity earlier depend on...I don't know whether it's on amour- 
propre or will in a way, but it is a real sense, that Emile's sense was founded in 
his true superiority in that business of raising the pigs. 

S: But that is awkward for him, you know, for Rousseau. Because after all, whether 
you can...I mean, one t h i ng are the virtues of a man fully developed and a man of 
outstanding virtue—that is what Aristotle hn« in m-iwfl when he writes—and another 
thing is what you can do with -inmAturA ■ hinmm beings, especially children. How, 
Aristotle has made this very clear; he hasn't spoken of competition and this kind of 
thing, but the sense of ahamp is hi a example. atiH you see sense of ghana means a 
sense that one has done the wrong thing. And Aristotle in his wisdom says that the 
virtuous man does not have sense of shame: he does not do anything wrong, period. 

But young people who cannot possibly have the maturity are bound to make mistakes, 
and it suits them well. And the same could be applied to desire for superiority as 
a motive. But one must also say—I mean, however fantastic these statements of 
Aristotle may sound—when you look at them in specific cases—and Aristotle bids 
you, as it were, all the time, look at it in terms of the specific case—they are 
sensible. For example, when you see a being ambitious—let us «««"» in the 
h i gh e r sense, not with money and positions—and so that it is in a higher sense, and 
yet whenever you become aware of it, one cannot help feeling it is petty. We cannot 
admire a man to the extent to which he is not dedicated. He can say very well—and 
that is absolutely necessary, I think, from the point of view of any humanity—that 
'it is almost impossible for a man to be without that, and yet this is not what we 
mean in esteeming a man. That Aristotle has in mind, this dedication so that you 
do not need a passion. Although we call today such dedication passion; an d that is 
a long story. 
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A: Yet, it wasn't a contradiction in terms for the magnanimous man to fall away, to 
do something that wasn't right; and if no one was around, would he still blush? 

S: He wouldn't do it. He simply wouldn't make a mistake. I meen, in other words, 
what do you mean? He could conceivably do something, something perfectly all right 
if one is alone, and by some accident someone is there without his knowing it. bell, 

, then you cannot really say he did something wrong. I don't know; for example, not 
\ being fully dressed, and yet someone happens to be in the room because he has 
; entered through the window: he could not possibly have known it. That is not hin g 
: to be ashamed of; it may be slightly embarrassing. Ho, Aristotle means that. 

Plato' s view is somewhat different, because Plato's teaching about eros as present 
[ in every high thing could be crudely rendered passion, for example, the philosophic 
I passion. But it is interesting that Plato does not call it the philosophic pathos , 
j but the philosophic aroa. which is not quite the same thing. Rabbi leiss. 

A: I am a little confused about the meaning of amour-propre. Haile does have a 
regard for himself, doesn't he? 

1 S: But this does not come up. Ho. I mean, is a puppy, or a dog for that matter, 
vain? He is in this sense naive; he doesn't know this. Is it not thinkable that 
man also may be.... Children when playing, sometimes, are also wholly indifferent 
to what the other children think about them; they are completely dedicated. Emile 
is such a child—-that is the point—who doesn't know that. You can make an experi¬ 
ment: sometimes you see extreme cases of people who have a kind of persecution 
mania and -fcMnir taat all other people have no other concern but with them; you know, 
whenever someone makes a remark, they assume they are meant by it. Bo you know 
this kind of thing; have you seen these people? I have seen them. How, if you 
take this extrema case, you can by a simple process of the imagination figure out a 
; case of someone who is wholly immune to this kind of thought; and one can say, in a 
i sense this is an absolutely naive man, I mean a man who is not in any sense self- 
1 conscious. That is what he means. 

A: But then, can't such a man have virtue? 

S: Surely he can; but he does not have it yet. 

A: I understand that Emile doesn't have virtue; but I concluded from the Second 
Discourse that one problem.... 

I S: No that is what Rousseau seems to mean, that without the impulse of a 

j passion, of such a passion, of amour-propre, nothing will be done. I mean, there is 
i a statement, I think Cicero makes it somewhere: how come that the philosophers who 
i write about contempt of glory—books—put their name on the title page? In other 
words, surely complete absence of it will be very rare; to that extent Rousseau is 
right. But the point...it may be only a difference of degree, but I believe it is 
an essential difference, whether virtue is altogether understood in terms of passions 
1 Spinoza' s teaching: a passion can be overcome only by another passion; and, say, 
the passion for glory could overcome all kinds of other passions, and if it is a 
' lofty enough notion of glory it could lead to very high things. But I can only say 
. this is not the Aristotelian, and fundamentally not the Platon ic understanding. 
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A: Going “back to some t h i n g where you first replied to the question about sovereignty 
and the magistrates in Rousseau's scheme. The thing that I am not dear about is, 
as I understand his ordering of government as far as it is the executive era of the 
sovereign, it seems that the magistrates themselves only execute orders which are 
given to them by the sovereignty. 

S: What about war and peace? .... 
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Si ••.certain difficulties in enunciation which, we have in common, where X couldn't 
follow you. The only thing which I did not understand was the end. 

A: I have seen that I have to conclude it somehow. 

Si That was surely a frank statement. The main point nama out very clearly, namely 
that the t h e m e now in this part, the key theme is pity, compassion; o^d that is, in 
■ a way, Rousseau' s moral teaching. And secondly you point out very well that « is 
a very problematic thing, and that Rousseau was aware of it. This X found particu¬ 
larly satisfactory. You said self-preservation is the highest good. Does he say 
so? No. X mean, X do not loiow; X don't remember exactly, but we will see shortly 
when we co me to the passage. That it is the primary good, there is no question 
about that. I keep this paper; I return it to you next time. 

Eow, let us begin without any further ado. lie are on page 172, at the begin¬ 
ning of Book IV. In the Fourth Book he will now speak of Emile when he is about 15, 
16—puberty; puberty is the great divide. "We are born twice," he says; "once for 
existing, and th e n for living; once for the species then for sex." And this 
sexual birth is now the theme, and he says a few tVHnga about it. But you didn't say 
anything about his principles of education regarding sex in early stage. It 
should be m e nt i oned, although, of course, it is not the chief them* of this part. 

A: He tries to avoid obsession with sex. 

S: Well, not merely obsession: he tries to postpone all sexual relations as 
as possible; and in this respect he is from today extremely old-fashioned, isn't he? 
Compared with today, X mean. There are then some very to ugh stories about tM =? oi^i 
general of whom he approves, who tried to prevent m« son to get out of control, and 
he brought him to a hospital where people in the last stage of decrepitude from 
syphillis are shown; and so that was a.... This boy learned self-control by this 
spectacle. We cannot go into that, but it is important; I mean, he doesn't teach a 
lax morality at all. Let us begin with a passage on page 173, the third para.. 

A: "Our pasfviona are the chief means....in the secret heart." 

S: Now, this was, X am sure, perfectly understood at the time; but today it needs 
some brief commentary to be understood, th-ia remark. What does he say, in piai-n 
English? 

A: Forget the Bible. 

S: Yes, sure. But elaborate it a bit. Why? 

k 

A: It is superfluous. 

S: But after all, what induces him to allude here to the problem of preservation? 
Something very simple and crude. 

A: That simple sentiments are guide enough for us? 
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S: No ascetic morality. I mean, the word asceticism is used in n senses; hut we. 
can say here this, no ascetic morality; the ascetic moralities are based on revela¬ 
tion, rightly or wrongly understood, and there is no revelation. Because God speaks 
to us, what God wants us to do he writes at the bottom of our heart; there is no 
special revelation. But obviously one cannot leave it simply at the assertion, the • 
peg st o ps are good, are natural; because there are bad passions from every point of 
view. How does he solve "that? On the bottom of the same page: "The source of our 
passions...." 

A: "The origin of our passions....result of external influences..•" 

S: No: "have external causes," causes external to man. 

A: ”.. .without which they... .at- strife with h i m s e lf." 

S: Now, let us try to understand this: the root of all passions is self-love, con¬ 
cern with self-preservation; this is of course good. And hoyt is it possible that 
I there can be bad passions? Now, if we assume a simple sc h e m a black b oard/ like that 
jof Hobbes : self-preservation, is good, and pride, equ al ly natural, is bad——equally 
! natural. Rousseau, we can say, gives us here a somewhat more exact interpretation 
i of Hobbes; because how is it intelligible that man has by nature one passion which 
! is bad, which contradicts the primary, self-preservation? And one can state t his 
as follows: self-preservation. You need, for that, m ea n s of self-preservation. The 
sum total of of self-preservation is.called power, that is Hobbes' s definition 

;of that, power. Now, power becomes relevant only as excess of your power over that 
of your competitors. Only that excess counts in the fight, not the part which you 
have in common. So we must be concerned with excess of our power over the power of 
[the others. This excess of power does not have to be real: if the other fellow be— 
j lieves that you axe more powerful tha h he, he will act in the same way. This is one 
of the ayjpffla of foreign politics, especially, you know. But also in private poli¬ 
tics it probably plays a role. So, if you are thought to be in excess of power, 
that's important. I mean, even if you are actually powerful, more powerful, it is 
i- still important that you are thought to be more powerful. Head the daily papers 
1 about Cuba, 1 don't have to labor that point. And what is true of countries is 
of course true also of individuals in the state of nature. So, there arises th e n 
i p concern with being recognized as superior by others. But this concern with being 
recognized as superior can, as it were, become oblivious of its origin, self— 

: ^reservation. Arri the n it nwn lead men to become concerned with being regarded as 
superior and oblivious of self-preservation. And then, of course, this pride 
■ emerges which is then in contradiction with self-preservation. So, pnde has a 
, natural origin; but it is so remote from the natural origin that it can become con- 
! tradictory to the primary thing. Differently stated, the passions w hich contradict 
self-preservation all stem from self-preservation, but some of them contradict self- 
preservation . So we have then here a criterion for distinguishing between good and 
.bad pa ssio n s which does not require a telos . an end, beyond it; because the p rima ry 
;meaning is every passion is self-preservation, a modification of self-preservation. 
So, this is in a way a criticism of Hobbes, but it is also in a way an interpreta¬ 
tion of Hobbes. One must say Hobbes~does not make this point clear, but when one 
Knows somewhat better one sees that this is what Hobbes intended. 
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Now, the para after the next. We read only the beginning and the end: "We 
oust then love ourselves in order to preserve ourselves; we must love ourselves more 
than anything else...." 

A: "...and it follows directly...contributes to our preservation." 

S: les; so this is the primary meaning of love: we love whatever is conducive to 
our self-preservation, this is of course an extremely crude notion of love, but 
Rousseau says that is the origin of all higher love and we must start from that. 

And then he makes a distinction between...at the end of.this same para. 

A: "Something does us good...who tries to hurt us." 

S: No: "who wishes to hurt us"; that doesn't come out. So, if something is actively 
beneficial to us—say, the stone you pick up to hurl at your enemy—you seek it; but 
if you find an object which wishes to help you—and this object is likely to be 
another human being—then you love it. ho, we love whenever we are confronted with 
something which wishes to help us; and we hate whenever.... This is the beginning of 
the theory of the passions which Rousseau develops. 

A: Does Smile love him who helps him? 

S: That is the basic stratum; that is.also in Smile, in every human being. But it 
is overlaid on the higher levels; we are now beginning at the beginning. 

A: But this implies a gratitude, doesn't it, which is supposed to be.... 

| S: We come to gratitude. We are at the must elementary stratum. I mean, the diffi¬ 
culty is beautifully indicated by that passage in Xenonhon 1 s Oeconcaicus where there 
occurs the following sentence—let me see whether I can quote it literally: "Men be¬ 
lieve to love those by whom they believe to be benefitted." The sentence requires a 
moment of thought, and that was sufficient for some editors to regard the passage as 
corrupt, and so they omitted one of the two "believes." But Xenophon knew very well 
what he was saying: we believe to love what we believe to be benefitted by. That is 

, a simple case of the benefactor in the crudest sense, someone who helped you. He may 

; be a complete gangster, but for some reason or other he benefitted you, and then, 
what Xgnnnhnn meant to say, a crude man, an undiscrininating man loves him—he doesn't 
love him truly; but he believes to love him—and the basis of this belief to love him 

! is that he believes he has been benefitted by him. True love does not have this char¬ 

acter; that is what Xenophon implies. But Rousseau starts, however, from scratch, 
from the strictly egoistic morality, as you can see. 

A: One question: the end of this para is purposely ambiguous, as far as keeping in 
the idea that it can always be a thing, even, that we hate. 

S: Yes, sure; but later on there is a question, the distinction which we made, and 
which the very young child cannot very well have, but which a child of 10 years can 
easily make, between something which helps him, like a chair, and a t hin g which 
wishes to help him, like his mother. Now, at the beginning of para 4, psge 174. 

A: "So a child is naturally disposed...towards his species;” 
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5: Let us stop here. A little bit later on in the same para: "She love of one¬ 
self which considers only oneself..." Do you have that? 

A: "Self-love, which concerns itself ...satisfy our own needs...? 

S: "our true needs." 

A: "...but selfishness, which is always comparing..." 

S: No, that is amour-propre; this never comes out in the translation. I will now 
use the French word. Those of you who don't know French well.... And we will inter¬ 
pret this while we go. Very roughly, it is the same as Hobbes 1 s pride; but we must 
see later. Yes. 

A: "...but amour-propre, which is always comparing...which is impossible." 

S: You see, in other words, an imposition; it implies an imposition. Self-love 
merely says I come first for myself; that is not unfair. But if I say you should 
prefer me to yourself, then I am impudent. Impudence is of the essence of amour- 
propre. Go on. 

A: "Thus the tender.. .angry passions spring from amour-propre... .opinions 

of others." 

S; Let us stop here, and let us try to understand it. Rousseau explains here why 
children are primarily good, benevolent: because they have experienced only human 
beings who wish to help them, bell, one can say normally that is perhaps the case, 
but by no means universally, of course. And now he makes a distinction between self- 
love and amour-propre. This amour-propre is the source of the hating and irascible 
passions, i.e. wnen we are thwarted, the passions connected with our being thwarted. 
So, amour-propre is akin to what Plato understands by spiritedness; and that is no 
wonder, because spiritedness as Plato understands it includes love of victory, love 
of honor, love of superiority. - There is surely a kinship here. And this amour- 
propre is fundamentally unjust. This is the first indication of the problem of the 
whole section we are discussing today. 

Now, after having laid this foundation, ne returns to the primary subject, 
sexual love, of which he speaks in the sequel, what he says about it is vary simple: 
there is a desire for the other sex as such which we share with the brutes, and this 
is not interesting, particularly. The human love with which alone he is concerned, 
human sexual love, is the desire limited ad hanc : this woman; not any woman. Veil, 
anyone who knows dogs—for example, people have very beautiful bitches, and then this 
magnificent bitch mates with any dog, as you know, and that is a very great problem 
for all dog-owners. You know, that creates something approaching tragedy 
But among human beings, that is extremely rare, that a man should be satisfied with 
anv woman, if he can have better ones, whatever he may understand by better. So, the 
love with which alone he is concerned is love preferring this woman to others, love 
ad hanc : and this implies preferences, because as a rule, men prefer young, beautiful 
women to old and ugly ones. Exceptions there are; but the rule I only state. Nov, 
this means, however, human love includes comparing; therefore human love presupposes 
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amour-propre, that is the key point. And therefore the discussion of sexual love is 
overlaid and almost replaced by the discussion of amour-propre. Rousseau no 
word to say about the desire or instinct for procreation: that is not even alluded 
to here. Sexual love is divorced from its natural end; and it is—as you would see 
on page ISO, para 2, beginning,... 

A: "The ch ild brought up....friend his dog." 

S: So, in o t h er words, whatever is helpful is loved; whatever is helpful and thought 
to wish to be helpful—that you can surely say of the dog—is loved. Yes. 

A: "He is unconscious...no thing to do with it.” 

S: What Rousseau wants to say, to come back to this point.... Sexual love, to 
repeat that point, divorced from its natural end: this sexual love is to be 

the source of all social feelings, especially of love of superiority. This sounds 
like Freud , but is not meant that way. 

A: «hen you just made that statement, sexual love divorced from its natural end, 
are you talking about an Aristotelian end? - 

S: Yes; 1 would say also a fairly natural notion. I mean, for example you find 
very frequently, perhaps more frequently among girls of marriageable age, the view... 
well, they get married in order to get children. Today that is very taken for 
granted, as X am given to understand, but normally and ordinarily people Imow of 
this: that the sexual relation serves the purpose of procreation. 

A: Modern Protestant theology doesn't say that that is the only natural a nd of 
sexual love. 

S: But X think that is what men always thought. That is a very great problem, and 
it is interesting—not so much the moral decay, in my opinion, which has taken place, 
but that is not my primary interest here—X am much more interested for the time be¬ 
ing in the theoretical premises underlying it; we come to that. X will take tbi a up 
later. 

A: Does he say that amour-propre is fundamentally unjust, and in particular.... 

S: That will become refined. The first statement—that is always the way in which 
he proceeds—first he shouts loud, makes a terrible overstatement; and then he Quali¬ 
fies it. First ha says amour-propre is simply unjust, and now, let us keep this in 
mind, but it will be qualified. The other which he makes now is that sexual 

love, human love—I say sexual love in order to avoid any possible mistake for char¬ 
ity, or something of this kind—human sexual love is rooted in comparison, i.e. it 
presupposes amour-propre, as he had said already, by the way, in the Second Discourse . 
By the way, empirically, I believe, Rousseau is quite wrong, because are of 

course s en s ibl e to the difference between beautiful and ugly maw and women; but that 
doesn't affect the main point of tbs argument, and what he says about the whole 
question. For example, when he says here on page 173, para 4, "Children have not 
the same desires as men; but subject as they to the—how do you say "malpropreti"?— 
dirtiness, or something, which hurts the senses...." In other words, if a child is 
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as repelled by sheer, by dirty people as grown up people are, this means of" course 
comparison, preference, and so on; and that is clear, this cannot surely be main¬ 
tained. Now, let us proceed; let us follow the argument take up the various 
things which he alludes to. Page 180, in the 3rd para, at the end of that para. 

A: "It is the errors of the imagination...if indeed they have passions.... H 

S: No: "if there are angels," "s’il y en a." 

A: No, I don't think so: "if they have of those." 

S: Then he would say, "s'ils en ont,” «nd sot "s'il y en a." 

A: I have in my text "s'ils en ont." 

S: A maz in g. There must be two versions. I didn't know that. 

A: But you have a better text, because in the note it says, "s'il y en a." 

S: It is a better text? I want to know that. 

A: Here is a note: "Rousseau in the autographed manuscript had written 's'il y en 
a. 1 He replaced for the edition this...." 

S: Oh, I see. bell, still, in fairness, one would have to. take the final version. 
Still, it is interesting: I mean, he found this too dangerous, and he replaced it. 
Thank you very much. Now, at the beginning of 180, para 3* 

A: "Bo you wish to establish....leave it in her hands." 

S: So, what does the order of nature mean? It is of course an order made possible 
by man. It is not strictly speaking natural, but according to nature, as Aristotle 
would put it, kata phvse. secundum neturam. and it is not simply natural. Page 182, 
para 2, that concerns.... u'e now approach the central passage: "the weakness of 
man." Rousseau, you see, after having'made th-i a first sketch which you will recall: 
self-preservation—things beneficial to self-preservation and hurtful to it—so, love 
and hatred in the p rimar y meaning of the terms; that has been explained. But we 
have now to come to the higher and more interesting stages, that we do here. 

Read it. 

A: "Nan's weakness makes him sociable." 

S: Now, let us see how this is linked up. Self-preservation: and man realizes 
sooner or later—rather sooner—that he cannot well preserve hinumif without the 
help of others. "Han's weakness makes him soc iable" : not yet social. Primarily, 
man is not sociable: his needs mnk» Wm sociable. Yes? 

A: "Our common sufferings... .associating with them." 

6: In other words, that is a kind of accident; it is accidental. It is e necessary 
accident, but it is only an accident, that man becomes social. Han is not by nature 
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social. This is absolutely crucial, and that has never been denied by Rousseau; in 
spite of all the many contradictions, in this respect there is no contradiction. 

| And. that is the meaning of Rousseau's radical individualism which he shares, of course, 
1 with Hobbes and Locke. 

A: Isn't there a problem in even formalizing the issue of the necessary accidents? 
That accurately describes what it is, but doesn't that make one almost think it is 
natural? 

S: Sure; naturally. But the question is, why does Rousseau insist so strongly on 
this subtle distinction between natural sociality and mere sociability, mere acci- 
f dental sociability? Because if man is by nature social, then there is a sense at 
least in which society and even political society is prior to the individual, as 
: A ristotle stated it at the beginning of the Politics . That means the first fuada- 
: mental moral phenomena for the individual are duties. He is born into the society 
and is by nature subject to it; but if he is primarily not social, he enters it 
truly on the basis of stipulations of a contract. Bo you see that? That is the 
practical importance of this seemingly metaphysical distinction—is this clear?—and 
so it is a very important distinction. May I say one thing for the understa ndin g of 
usage: you know how they called formerly the ArisJflialian doctrine, that man is by 
nature social, which was of course also shared by the Stoics end some others? 
i Socialistic doctrines, that was the name: man is by nature social. And these doc¬ 
trines were called the anti-socialist doctrines, which of course is in a narrower 
sense also true. Tou know the famous "everyone for himself; God for all 

I of us" in the early free-enterprise philosophy. It is of course in this sense anti- 
: socialistic, do you see that? Now, that was a very great issue around in the 17th 
! and 18th century, that the modern schools were the anti-socialists. And this was 
; even preserved in a more subtle way in German idealistic philosophy, as appears from 
l a very striking passage in an early writing of Hegel which I have quoted somewhere 
in Natural Riant and History; I do not remember it now. Tou might look it up if 
! you are interested. 

Now, let us go on. "Every attachment is a sign of insufficiency; if every 
one of us didn't need others, we would not dream of uniting ourselves with them. 

Hence from our very infirmity there arises our frail happiness." Go on. 

A: "A really happy man is a hermit..." 

S: No, "a really happy being." 

A: That makes more sense with the next sentence. 

"God only enjoys....how he who loves nothing can be happy." 

S: This has a very grave implication, which does not refer immediately to our issue; 
we try to.... One thing we see: man is in need of other human beings. Therefore 
he is sociable, i.e. can be made social. And therefore this is the next step he 
takes in his analysis of the passions. But here he inserts a theological observation: 
do you see what he says here, almost explicitly? 

A: I don't understand the last sentence: "I do not understand how one who has need 
of nothing could love anything." 
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S: Because all love is based on need. There is only, as it is i ** in scholas¬ 
tic terminology, an amor indigentia . a love stemming from need} there is no other 
love. "A truly happy being would be a solitary being," and God is such a solitary 
being, And than he says, "I do not conceive how he who needs nothing could love 
anything." 1*e mu st keep this in mind when we cone to the theolo^cal section. But 
let us see what the consequence is. Hr. Johnson, 

...if God doesn't love that which he created, nature, is 
there an alternative, I mean, is tnere an opposite in association with something 
absolutely miserable? 

f 

S: There is an other way; I mean, if we take this seriously: that God needed 
creation. It was a kind of necessity, moral or other . And perhaps 

Rousseau has this in mind. But let us see. 

A. ^ Isn't he implying in tins string of contradictions that from the human stand¬ 
point absolute self-sufficiency is inconceivable as a source of happiness? 

[ S: May I read to you a passage from the Reveries d'un Proeeneur Solitai re. No. 5, 
when he speaks of that sentiment of — ' ====g ^ a== ^ g==IM 

"What does one enjoy in such a situation? Nothing external to oneself, 
not hing except oneself and one's own existence; as long as this state lasts, 
one suffices to oneself, like God. The sentiment of existence de¬ 
prived of every other affection or passion is by itself a precious 
sentiment of contentment and peace,..." and so on.' 

So,, in other words, the happiness, the beatific vision, as you called it, contains 
no love, because in this part of his being, and as long as it lasts, is self- 
sufficient. So, I think that only confirms what we have been reading here. But the 
theological question is not the t h eme .now, although we must keep it in when we 
come to the Profession of the Savoyard Vicar. 

Let us see what we learn here about the human passions. The next para be- 
Gtns, "It follows from here." In the next para the moral consequences are developed. 

A: "Bence it follows....and our amour-propre suffers an additional pang.... 

of the good things he enjoys." 

S: Let us first r e m ind ourselves of the place in the argument: we have somehow 
understood in a very crude way the emergence of love and hatred in the most primi¬ 
tive sense from self-preservation. And now Rousseau offers an account of the hi gVia-r 
forms, of the human forms, of the truly human forms of love. This is called by 
Rousseau—this highest form of love for mankind, for man as man—is called by him 
pity, or compassion; and that is the great theme here. The problem of pity is here 
in this context identical with the problem of human morality. And we must see 
whether we mti disentangle that. 

Now, the one thing is made clear right from the beginning: Rousseau lmows 
another basis of morality to which he alludes, and that is what he calls interest, 
or calculation. Calculation can induce a man to behave reasonably well——honesty is 
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tiie best policy—and Rousseau knows that; and young Emile, prior to the present stage 
had such a calculating morality; that has been made clear in the previous section. 
But Rousseau knows that a calculating morality is not good enough: we must have a 
genuine morality; and this genuine morality he means by pity or compassion. Now, I 
think it is clear already here—and this will be made fully clear in the sequel— 
that compassion as Rousseau understands it includes a feeling of superiority: I am 
! better off. By the way, that is, X think, one of the most loathesome things in many 
phenomena called pity or compassion: one observes sometimes people who rush to the 
miserable, and simple poeple are deceived and think, well, they have such a good 
.heart. No; they enjoy their superiority there, and not elsewhere. But Rousseau is, 

! I find, somewhat coarse-grained in this point. And so there is a feeling: he who 
cannot sympathize as much with the other’s happiness cannot sympathize with his 
unhappiness; that would seem to be a more human view. Uhy should one not be able 
to...I mean, if man is truly sympathetic, capable of fellow-feeling, this should 
extend to the happiness of his fellows as much as to their unhappiness. But Rousseau 
regards it as impossible that one can share another man's happiness 

and be happy about it. It comes more natural to us to suffer vicariously with the 
other’s unhappiness, hr. Schrock. 

A: I was just going to say that this passage could have been taken from Hobbes: 
Hobbes defines pity as the imagination of a like calamity occurring to oneself. 

S: But one thing, hr. Schrock: whatever Hobbes may say about pity, he doesn't make 
pity the mainstay of morality. Is this not fair? No, Hobbes's morality is a 
strictly calculating one, and the passionate basis is fear of violent death. 

A: Well, the pity is sort of deduced from this passion.... 

S: But it doesn't become the mainstay of morality. And we come back to Hobbes; 
there will be even an almost explicit polemics against Hobbes in the sequel. Now, 
let us look at a few more passages which refer.... I will only take the most impor¬ 
tant. Yes. 

A: Is this a similar view to Hyge? 

5: Sure. I believe the origin of the whole thing, but without this particular sen¬ 
timentality, is, as far as I can see, in Spinoza. The fundamental problem is the 
same: how can you get a genuine morality on the basis of the fundamental egoism; 
that is the question for all these people. And Spinoza's argument is very roughly 
this: of course I feel elated if 1 am happy; and I feel dejected if I am unhappy. 
Now, if I see another fellow happy, what are my reactions? On the one hand, maybe 
envy that he is happy and I am not; on the other hand, there is, however, since I 
know how good happiness does, there is something which Hume is going to call associ¬ 
ation of ideas: his happiness reminds me of ay happiness, and so I can sympathize 
with it. The same applies, of course, also to the unhappiness of the others. 

Sninoza_ calls this imitations of affections. He does not yet speak of association of 
ideas, but the phenom e non is fundamentally the same. In other words, on the basis of 
a strictly egoistic and mechanistic psychology, people like S pinoza an d Hume prior to 
Rousseau tried to establish something like a non-egoistic morality. That is, I think 
tbs background. Rabbi Weiss. 
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A: . I thick, though, that Hume would disagree with Rousseau and s-p-focigg in that he 
doesn't think that you necessarily envy those who are better off than you, but you 
nay just feel well-disposed toward them, as you suggested earlier. 

;S: I do not remember now the details, but I was only speaking of the general struc¬ 
ture of the reasoning. So, to repeat, the question is how can you build on an ego¬ 
istic, mechanistic psychology something like a so-called altruistic morality. This 
was the problem common to all these three men. That is the only point in which I am 
now interested. Let us look at page 154, the 2nd para. 

A: "So pity is boro, the first relative sentiment...." 

S: Now, what does relative mean here? He had spoken earlier—end will speak later— 
of self-preservation as an absolute sentiment. Relative is understood in opposition 
to the absoluteness of self-preservation.. It has no relation to others. Relative 
has relation to others. Go on. 

A: "... sentiment which touches....carry him outside himself." 

S: —into others. This "outside himself," that means exactly the same.that amour- 
propre means: to be transported outside of yourself beyond yourself. In a word, 
compassion is a modification of amour-propre. Amour-propre, as it were, divides 
the two branches: one is pity, and the other is glory. That is what he is driving 
at. To see the peculiarity of Rousseau's teaching, let us go back to its prin¬ 
ciple: all love is founded in need. Does this necessarily lead to the consequence 
that we are more attracted by men in need than by men without need? 

A: It has to. S: Do you agree with that? 

a: If you need a handout, go to the rich. 

S: Obviously. That is on the simplest level, but since we also have other needs, 

I mean, where the rich in mosey would not be able to help us. But generally stated, 
if all love is founded in need, it does not follow that we are more attracted by men 
in need than by men without need, we might precisely be attracted by the men who 
can help us. This is exactly the .Elaionic argument, up to a certain level: when, 
say, Glaucon is attracted by Socrates, Glaucon is a man in need. Socrates can ful¬ 
fill the need. And in this connection, passions arise which Rousseau depreciates, 
like admiration, like emulation. This is the entire.... You know, the foreignness 
of this doctrine to the Platon ic and also Aristotelian doctrine is quite striking; 
and we must make this absolutely clear. The directly opposite conclusion was drawn 
by the classic philosophers. 

We have to raise this question now: why this emphasis on pity? Now, the 
emphasis on passion in general we understand: this is based on the principle 
already estab l ished*long before and will be repeated by Rousseau here, that reason 
is not good enough; reason is powerless. So, the basis of morality can only be a 
passion. That was in no way new; but why the emphasis on the passion of pity? 

A: How are you using the term? 


Rousseau, 10 


Page 11 


S: Passion; I use it here synonymously with sentiment. So, the starting point in 
the argument here is calculation: we calculate that we are better off if we are 
nice to our fellows, in the service of self-preservation. But calculation is not 
good enough, not strong enough, not deep enough. Which affection, which passion can 
make men frie n d l y to o ther men? Th is is surely present in Rousseau's argument, but 
it is not the whole story, as we see when we turn to page 184, the 3rd para, the 
para immediately following. 


A: "What sh o uld we do....all the gentle and attractive passions...” 

S. You see, if you have any doubt, inr. Butterworth: passions. Yes? 

A: "...which are naturally...those who feel them." 


S: We have to state the question wh ic h Rousseau-answers here, somewhat differently. 
He is seeking for an affection wh ic h is pleasant, sweet, and pleasing to others. How, 
if you take envy, even emulation, and desire for glory, these are not simply sweet 
passions, because they have also a nagging character; and they are surely not neces¬ 
sarily ple asing to the others: they are surely displeasing to all competitors. But 
pity has t h i s unique quality: that it is pleasing to the pitier, and pleasing to 
the observer. Pity has no sting for him who has pity, at least as Rousseau under¬ 
stands it; and Rousseau does not t h i nk of someone who genuinely suffers from see¬ 
ing that man in misery, but he has a feeling of his own goodness. You Idow, he 
feels fine. So pity has no sti n g for him who has pity, and for the observer, end 
hopefully for the sufferer—because that there can be people who hate being pitied 
is not taken into consideration. So what he has in mind, if pity meets his condi¬ 
tions, it is indeed a wonderful passion: pleasant for the pitier, pleasant for the 
pitied, and pleasant for the observer, And that is a unique passion, and it should 
really be boosted, by all means, feir. hcAtee. 


A: I don't know if this is the place for the question I would like to raise, a 
general question. The idea of Aristotle 1 * notion of tragedy: of exciting the 
emotions or feeli n gs of pity and of fear with a view to cleansing the soul. Does 
Rousseau—let me see if I can find my way.... 

S: Let me first try to answer. . Aristotle does not admire pity. That a ^ who is 
insensitive to the sufferings of others is a barbarian, or savage, goes without say¬ 
ing. But this does not yet mean to boost pity. Pity is an affection which, at the 
right place, to the right people, is becoming; but it must be controlled by reason, 
absolutely. «nd in a dd i tion in the case of tragedy, tragedy ie meant to purify pity, 
not to coddle it. 

A: Does Rousseau have something Hk* that in mind? 

S. Of course he sees that, that pity is not such a thing which can be entirely in 
control, which must be rationally treated; but we start now from the beginning, 
frail the fact that pity acquires such a tremendous place. How, regarding Aristotle 
and tradedy, one little thing: a pupil of Rousseau, Lessing, a German writer7~inter- 
preted Aristotle's theory of tragedy, say, 10 years after that. And what did he do? 
Aristotle had spoken of the purification of pity and fear, apd Lessing says, forget 
about fear; pity, with the underst a n d i ng that being compassionate is identical with 
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being good. Thdt shows you the difference between the Ari-atot^ -i an theory of tragedy 
and what is implied in Rousseau. Pity is not competitive—I mean, of course, we see 
even in these spurious cases of these people who try to help, you lmow, in order to 
j.eel better, that there is some competition among them; I have observed such cases— 
but in the better case, it is not competitive, as love for glory or victory is, 

| on the other hand it is also not exclusive, as sexual love is: two human beings. 

' It can extend to any human being, that is the point. 

Row, in the sequel Rousseau establishes or states three maxims—pages 184 to 
187—and they deal with fellow-feeling regarding the rich and the poor, and of the 
rich and the poor. In otner words, the forms of happiness and unnappiness considered 
are only those of the rich and the poor, which is a very narrow view of hi mow happi¬ 
ness and unhappiness; after all, there are other sufferings thaw those going with 
poverty, ife will come back to that later. In other words, he doesn't take into con- 
sideration health, having good or bad children, and the other elements of -happiness 
of whi c h we of course have to think. And the point which he is this: there is 

no—I use the old word fellow-feeling in order to have in both the feeling for 
the happiness of others and for the unhappiness of the others—so, there is no fellow- 
feeling for the rich but for the poor; and there is no fellow-feeling of the rich, 
but only of the poor. That is the result of these three maxims; that is real dyna¬ 
mite. Ue see here clearly the connection with the boosting of pity and democracy.... 

El® OP TAPE STT>,. QH£. 


S: ...and if you have any doubt, read the chapter in Toeauevilla 'a Democracy in 
■tifflerica , where he speaks of the importance of pity and self-interest as the guiding 
motives in a democracy. By the way, you must beware of one mistake in reading Tocque- 
ville. Tocqueville was of course in a way a very good observer; but he wfw to fn-ta 
country with a theory of democracy in his mind, and all the categories which he devel¬ 
ops can all be found in Rousseau. In ot h e r words, a maw who had formed a picture of 
democracy on the bas i s of the greatest theoretician of democracy by that time, 
here and he found- the facts corresponded. Row, the facts may have corresponded—that 
is a long question—but one must never forget the power of tvna preconception with 
which Tocqueville approached the pheno m e no n. And therefore in a way Tocqueville is 
not an indepe n de n t source; this is what I wanted to clear. That would require 
a close study. Let us look at page 186, para 4* 

A: "The people are mankind... .most men belong deserve most honour." 

S: "most respect," he says. Row this is, of course, crucial. But again, does it 
.ollov? Under what conditions does it follow? Me must respect ma n as man, sure; but 
under what conditions does it follow that we must respect the largest number more 
than the smaller number? Only on the assumption of equality of all men; you know, 
equality in all important respects. This I think shows.... In the next para, that 
is crucial, because there ne has to defend his novel position against the”traditional 
philosophic view—the view of the Siaics, of Plato, of Aristotle— and which was, to 
repeat, that compassion is a passion, and therefore absolutely in need of rational 
control. The S t Q iflg went so far to say men must be free from passions, and therefore 
from pity in particular, which doesn't mean that they recommended cruelty, because 
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| that would also be an opposite passion, .And of course when they spoke about misery 
land happiness, they had a broad view; they did not limit themselves to a certain 
, of happiness or u nh appi ne ss, which kind we can define after having read the next para. 

A: "There is, so our sages tell us..." 

S. Tes, now "our sages," he means, of course, in the first place some of his contem¬ 
poraries with whoa he disagrees, les philosophes. He means, however, also the teach¬ 
ing of the universities, although he despises tnese professors, but still, they h ad 
I at that tune still a certain reputation, naturally: professors always have a reputa¬ 
tion as long as they live-j-or as long as they have not retired, I shr»m have said. 

But he means jjlso the whole tradition, as will become clear from what we read. 

A: "...the same amount of happiness....incapable of proof;..." 

S: Ho: "untenable," he says. Untenable. 

A: "•*all are equally happy why should X trouble nyself about any one? 

is, of course, a nasty argument. Ko one said that all men are equally hapoy, 
but they said happiness—and unhappiness—doesn't depend on social status; something 
very different. In other words, he accuses ell other thinkers prior to h-tw of hard¬ 
heartedness. Go on. 

A: "Let every one stay....himself alone when he abuses it." 

S: . How, listen: t hink of the famous figures in Greek tragedies am other stories— 
you know, the story of Hiobe, or whatever it may be, or of Priam of Troy—did he 
bring this about by his folly, as the rich man who acquires an odious diseasebecause he 
eats and drinks too much? It is absurd. How, let us see what he is driving at. 

A: "Ha is not to be pitied...happy if he chose." 

S: Mind you, every rich man—I mean, not in the sophistic sense of happiness; a Stoic 
sense; a very crude sense—a rich man can be perfectly happy: it depends entirely”oh - 
him. ind the poor man cannot be happy: it does not depend on him. VJbat a notion of 
happiness. Let us see what he means. 

A: "But the sufferings of the poor man come from external things..." 

S: "from the t h ings." Why external? From the things; not from him. 

"...from the hards h i p s....fatigue, exhaustion, hunger." 

S: "of the physical sentiment of fatigue, exhaustion, hunger." Yes. 

A: "Heither head nor heart...sufferings of his condition." 

S: Condition in the sense of his social condition, although the word isn't yet... 

"de son etat." Only the next sentence. 
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A: "How is Epictetus...break his leg for him;" 

S: Let us stop here. Do-you know something about Eninialus? I mean, only the most 
general t h i ng s. He was happy as a clave; he was a famous htoic philosopher. So, in 
other words, Epictetus stands for the principle that happiness unhappiness has 
not hing to do with social status, or economic status. That may be a bad principle, 
according to the view of many contemporaries, but he surely is not a good example 
here. How, what, then, does Rousseau have in mind? Philosophy can take care of the 
misery of the rich. In other words, in this sense the rich man's unhappiness is his 
own fault. He can sit down, read Epictetus Seneca^ about the bearing of pain. 

Sure, he sits there; his valet brings him his tea, or whatever he needs; and he reads 
tins sitting down quietly, and he has all the leisure to comfort himself; and 
his c hil d r en die, and all that—nothing. But the poor cannot sit down study 
end comfort himself. Philosophy can take care of the misery of the rich; but not of 
the misery of the poor. That misery is bodily, as he has said here. But one say, 
what about'the bodily misery of the sick rich man? After all, these terrible dis¬ 
eases are not the privilege of the poor. How here, Rousseau implies... .but, not by 
the pain and the disease inflicted by nature, but by his status: unhappiness stem¬ 
ming from status is the only one where philosophy is impotent. How, why is misery 
caused by status, by inferiority of status, worse than ai i other misery? That is a 
central part of Rousseau's teaching regarding pity, ftwd I have only one answer: on 
the basis of amour-propre. X mean, man's vanity doesn't suffer from the fact neces¬ 
sarily that he gets a mortal disease; but when he sees other people don't have this 
kind of misery, then he says, why should X be a member of a w gang pT>d these 
people sit at cocktail parties and in night clubs and other beautiful places. It is 
very interesting to see that Rousseau does not yet say, as his successors were going 
to say, that these evils are so terrible because they are avoidable; because in an 
affluent society no one needs to have these physical sentiments of fatigue, exhaus- 
|tion, and hunger. In other words, Rousseau's doctrine of pity is absolutely crucial, 
icannot be properly u nd e r stood except in connection with Mw democratic tendency as he 
^understood democracy. 

Let me state it differently. One must always th-inv of the classical doc— 
f trines; in the first place to see some alternative, because many of these things 
I have become a matter of course for us we do not see a problem in them any more. 

: The classical view was: the title to political power—the right to vote is of course 
a title to political power—must be some excellence. One excellence is the quality 
\ of being a free man in contradistinction to a slave. How, Aristotia mak ps it clear 
\in his Politics that the mainstays of the democracy are the poor—which doesn't mean 
paupers, but people who have to earn a living. These many who wanted to have the 
say did not raise, base their claim on their poverty, but on the fact that they are 
freem en , and t hi s leads to the consequence that whereas oligarchy, where the title 
I is based on wealth, excludes the poor from participation in political rule, democracy 
| c anno t exclude the rich from participation in political rule—because the title is 
,not poverty, but being a fre e m an ; and the rich were as much freemen as the poor, do 
you see that?—so much is ancient democracy based on the principle that the title to 
rule must be an excellence and not a defect. How, here, in modem times, this is 
somehow no longer as evident; and one could state, slightly exaggerating, in modem 
times the title to political power can be a defect: the suffering. The very fact 
that they suffer must give them a title to participate in rule, because that is the 
only way in wh ich they can take care of their sufferings; say, via social legislation, 
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and so on. But if pity is the virtue of the poor, and pity is such an outstanding, 
the outstanding passion, poverty is even practically identical with an excellence. 

The good people—good in the sense of compassionate people—are the poor. That this 
is, of course, empirically untrue and so on, that goes without saying. It is a prej¬ 
udice; hut without understanding the power of this, one will never understand Rous¬ 
seau’s teaching regarding compassion. 

There are so many more things. Let us remind ourselves of the context. The 
context is this: Rousseau wishes to build up compassion or pity in Smile before the 
other forms of amour-propre can come into their own; because if compassion is such a 
powerful th ing in him, then let the desire for glory come in later, it cannot make a 
great dent in this basic stratum. 

We must now make big jumps. At the bottom of page 193, you find a reference 
to body and soul as two substances . This must be kept in mind for the metaphysical 
discussion which we take up next time. 

Page 195, the 3rd para: Ingratitude—because gratitude cane up; someone 
brought it up. Here is the discussion. 

A: "Ingratitude would be rarer....found in the heart of man..." 

S: Listen! Ingratitude is not to be found in the heart of man. les. 

A: "...but self-interest....and you make it your own." 

"When the fisherman baits his line....never caused ingratitude." 

S: There is, of course, a certain extent to which Rousseau is perfectly right: if 
someone helps another in the expectation that the other shows gratitute, there is a 
certain questionable character about the genuine character cf the gift; and what Rous¬ 
seau says here, that the only way to help other people is to forget that one has 
helped them, to that extent I think he simply states what is true. And he is quite 
right, that there are many cases, of so-called ingratitude which refer to actions 
which do not deserve gratitude; but on the other hand, the extreme statement that 
ingratitude does not find a place in the human heart—that is an illustration of the 
general statement man is by nature good—shows to which extremes he is going in this 
connection. Here we see the connection, by the way, between the proposition, man is 
by nature good, as Rousseau means it, and his emphasis on pity; for it is hard to 
pity men in general if they are bad, i.e. if they seem to deserve their misery. So, 
that goes together. But regarding the question of gratitude, are there no men who 
cannot stand the feeling that they are obliged to anyone, and on this score will never 
show gratitude, even in any case? Or, differently stated, is the desire for superi¬ 
ority which contradicts the willingness to be grateful not also a natural sentiment? 
This is the whole difficulty. Crucial for the whole understanding of Rousseau is 
what we read on page 196 in the 3rd para/ 

A: "We have reached the moral order at last;..." 

S: "We enter at last the moral order." This was all in a way preparatory, the analy¬ 
sis of pity. 
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-i* "...we have just t aken ....to the first stirrings of conscience..." 

S. 7ou see how much we have to forget what he said about the innate character of a 
feeling of justice at the very beginning. This is of no practical importance. How 
we come to that. 

A: "...and how from the feelings...first notions of good evil." 

S: This we have already seen before. 

A: "I would show that justice and kindness..." 

S: "and goodness." 

A: "...are no mere...but true affections of the heart..." 

S: "of the soul." 

.enlightened by...instinctive need of the human heart." 

o: some need natural to the hu m a n heart." But,Rousseau says, I don't have to 

elaborate my doctrine. He leaves it at that. How, let us try to understand that. 
Also in the note here, where he speaks of the conscience the sentiment in onoosi- 
tion to reason as the basis of natural law: Rousseau is looking for a new foundation 
j of natural lav. fete have seen t hi s already In the do you recaecber? 

, viho said that natural law has no foundation except reason? 

A: Hobbes? ^ _ 

| S: Exactly. So to speak, no one but Hobbes— - Locke , too. The natural law consists 
( of theories or conclusions which acquire a power only by virtue of the establishment 
of civil society. The T hom i stic doctrine is that the natural law is based on the 
natural inclinations; based on natural inclinations, and not simply on reason. How, 

-o some extent, Rousseau seems to oppose Hobbes and to go back to the older T^nr-; c-h 
iview, when he says natural law must be basecTon need , on a natural need; but that is 
not quite the same as what Thomas aquinas. meant. It must be based on need, on nat- 
;ural need, on sent i m en t, on the force of an expansive soul. Compliance with the nat¬ 
ural law must have this character of a sentiment. How, what is the true difference 
between Thomas Aquina s and Rousseau here? uhst is the true difference? 

A: Reason is involved for Thrwnng Aquinas. 

! ** An. other words, the simple opposition of conscience reason is surely 

; Rousseau's thing. But the principle, I think, is this: the whole doctrine of nat¬ 
ural inclinations—in Greek horme —is based on the notion that there is such a 
I thing as the soul, or more generally, the animate body. Rousseau talks of the soul, 
too, I know that; but it means some th i ng absolutely different. And what is that dif¬ 
ference? At the be ginning of modern times there was a man whom one never forget, 
fAAhougfa he is rarely mentioned here. I write the name on the blackboard, because it 
I is absolutely decisive: Descartes. And one can say what Descartes did is very ' 
i simple: he threw out the soul. He spoke of the soul., but it did no l nyger ™.a n what 
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it meant before. Descartes savs. there is this fundamental distinction './[blackboard^ 
extension and cogitation. You can replace this by matter , that is 

irrelevant to our present context. Matter gad cogitation, matter and, thought—in the 
widest sense, where of course every memory and every affeotion would also be a kind 
of thought, what does this mean? The praotical meaning is animals are machines; 
there is no life in between the inanimate and the mind, the consciousness. Differ¬ 
ently stated, and to come back to present-day terms, there is no unconscious. Only 
what is consciousness, cogitation, is "soul." Therefore there cannot be natural in¬ 
clinations which are inclinations of the whole being, of man, or also of an animal— 
the whole being not merely...—which affects him individedly, so. to speak, as a whole 
being. And therefore there are sentiments, conscious acts, no inclinations, fend 
this has of course something to do also with what we discussed earlier about the prob¬ 
lem of potency and act, that there cannot be faculties strictly speaking. On page 
197, para 2, read that please. 

A: "Hitherto my hmile....It is here that self-love is transformed into 

amour-propre...passions which spring from amour-propre." 

S: So, that comes in only with the stage of puberty, say 15, 16 years or so. Yes. 

A: "But to determine whether the passions by wh-inh hi a life.'.." 

S: Ho: "whether those of these passions." 

A: "...of these passions by which...believes his place among men to be." 

S: Let us stop here. So, amour-propre is here explicitly said to be the root of 
both compassion and glory. That is absolutely important. That only confirms what we 
have sensed before; but considering the connection between pity and the conscience, we 
will be compelled, I believe, to add that the conscience as Enusseau understands it 
is also a modification of amour-propre. 

Then he turns to the question how Emile oan get the indispensable knowledge 
of human misery and wickedness without coming to hate the race. And the answer 

is history; read ing of history. And he raises the question, which historians; and the 
winner is Plutarch. Plutarch, because Plutarch does not merely describe battles and 
victories and diplomatic affairs, but he speaks also of the private life of the heroes, 
and he gives here a nice example of a French general, Turenne, how humanely he behaved 
to one of his valets, we cannot read that; this is a subordinate issua. Mr. 

A: Is there any importance in this commentary on Thucydides, saying that Thucydides 
only reports facts? 

S: Ho; well, of course not. I believe it is of no interest. 

A: I mean, but the facts. Do you think that this is what he really believed in? 

S: I regard it as possible; but I would say it is not of any interest. we don't 
learn anyt hing about Thucydides from that, and we don't learn anything about Rousseau 
from. it. You know, because it is not as...that has to do, after all, this book is 
also meant to be a manual for education, in a way, or a guide for education, then 
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I he says, what k i nd of histories should adolescents read? And then in this connection 
ihe says, Thucydides, yes; but Plutarch, better. That's >*•<* decision, which, from a 
ipedagogical point of view, is of course defensible. But I believe that no adolescent 
could understand either Thucydides or Plutarch. But to read him, by all means. 

A: I had thought that compassion was in man prior to his coming into society, and 
was in nan by nature, so to speak. JEi Yes, sure^ And yet here we find that it 
stems from amour-propre, which.... 

(S: Yes; you th i nk , of course, primarily of the SecondJDiseourse. 1 do not believe*— 
i generally, academically—I don't believe in nrf j because 1 

■ oae must not take a doctrine of an author from the context within which he presents 
Jit—it is always dangerous—but still, I th-inv a monographic study of Rousseau's 
doctrine of pity from the very beginning, up to and including the Smile, could be very 
■ helpful. I mean, I, for example, would be glad if I had a statement in front of me— 
i a reliable statement—in which the whole teaching cf Rousseau regarding city in the 
|various stages were presented. Surely the pity has changed, at least explicitly has 
changed very r a d i ca l ly from the ^econdj^^course, And this is more detailed and 
,profound. But from the very beginning there was, as it were, the urge in him to make 
pity the root of all hu m a n goodness; that is true. But this is doubtless m uch more 
authoritative t h a n the Second Disc ourse, which is only a very rough sketch; here - 
it is developed. Mr. Boy an. 

A: I wonder if t hi s problem can be solved by wgiH am ng between compass ion ^ 

pity. 

S: Yes, but he doesn't do that. 

A; But does he use different words? 

S: Yes, but he uses t hem synonymously. 1 mean, I don't believe that this would af¬ 
fect the principle even if one could make some distinction between various kdnds of 
compassion; t his would not affect the basic issue that here, in contradistinction 
with the .Sgcond_Disggurse^-at least to the explicit teaching of the Second Discourse : 
there are certain ambiguiti es there...but in some writings published snortly after the 
Second Discourse. moral writings, he retracts the teaching of the Second Dis¬ 

course . or at least the apparent teaching of the Second Discourse , regarding pity of 
natural man, completely. And you must not forget, when you read carefully the Second 
.Discourse, what is that pity in the first stage? The feeling which a horse has if 
it shies when confronted with the corpse of another horse. That's not exactly what 
we me an-by pi^r. So, I think the full doctrine of Rousseau regarding pity comes out 
here. Let us turn now to page 205, bottom, because that is also of general importance. 

A: "It is not philosophers....only judges of what he knows." 

i 

S: Of course, what Rousseau ascribes to the savage is the philosophic view. X mean, 
the philosophers were precisely the men who were inclined more to speak of tnman folly 
than of wi ckedness — Socrates ; all vice is ignorance, folly. And ^ch more important 
is the .fact that he indicates here what he has never said so clearly before, that the 
savages proper, in contradistinction to that noble savage, Emile, have prejudices. 

That is not ex p lic i tly said, but clearly implied: Emile judges only of what he knows; 
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tiie savages judge of things of which they know nothing. This confirms only what we 
have said before. And the question which arises at this stage: after he has such a 
wonderful paragon of an adolescent, there is of course a very great danger that he is 
proud, because he is such a sage, you know, and does nothing wrong—and especially so 
compassionate—and he sees how beastly all other of his age are, and he feels 
superior. Something must be done to-prevent it: story along the lines of that which 
happened when he was younger with this fellow at the fair, you know, where he believed 
that he can do this miracle—what was it, with a duck on the pond and the magnet? Let 
us turn to page 210, the 3rd para. 

A: "It is not, however...nor even formulated." 

S: In other words, here he speaks of the use of fables. You remember he criticized 
earlier the practice to let the small children read the fables of La Fontaine, where 
the poet speaks of vices and things of which a child cannot possibly know anyt h i n g. 

And now in this stage, after having studied history, he should study the fables. Goon. 

A: "not hing is so foolish....give way to the scholars..." 

S: Not "the vanity." He says, "It is necessary that the amour-propre of the master 
leaves always some room for the amour-propre of the scholar." So, in other words, 
amour-propre is absolutely necessary, necessarily implies that it cannot be avoided. 
That someone becomes pleased with himself if he does his work well cannot be avoided; 
and this may imply—that doesn't depend on anyone—comparisons, and to that extent it 
is absurd to say it should be eradicated. Let us turn then to page 215, para 2. 

A: "Extend self-love..." S: "amour-propre." A: "...to others....,any indi¬ 

vidual member of that raca." 

S; Let us read the two next paras; they are short. 

A: "To prevent pity....to other men. 

"Moreover, you must bear... cause‘him inward delight..." 

S: Namely, the feeling, the sweet feeling going with compassion. 

A: "...but I am...towards others." 

S: And Rousseau of course is aware of the fact that indiscriminate pity is foolish, 
and therefore he must see, how can he make sure that pity will be identical with vir¬ 
tue. And the solution, is simple: generalize it. Generalized pity is the same as 
gen e ralized amour-propre, and the same as love of justice. That is the same formula 
which he uses in the Social Contract: the generalization of the will transforms the 
particular will into the general will. Why is this so, that the generalized amour- 
propre is g en e r alized pity? Stated simply, pity for the underdog implies that one 
knows oneself not to be an underdog; so tnat one knows oneself to be superior. We all 
have, 1 suppose, made our observations about that, but in studying the fountainhead of 
this thing, one has...it is easier somehow, and more precise. There was one more pas¬ 
sage, which is absolutely cruc i al, on page 216 at the end of the 3rd para. 

A: "There may not be so very great....scarcely heard the name of God." 
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5: Hot "scarcely": "and has not even heard speaking of God*" So you see, Rnri is 
a paragon of morality without ever having heard of God. This is crucial for the 
underst andin g of the sequel, aie read one more passage, on page 217, para 2. 

A: "It is this that makes....and in any nation whatsoever. 

"Now if in accordance... .if I am mistaken." 

S; One can state this as follows: the natural is the universal, which is not par— 
ticular to any place or rank; what is actually found in all men—actually, not merely 
pote nt ially—of every age, he says, which means, of course, also the earliest child¬ 
hood; and there you find only self-preservation. There you do not find amour-propre; 
there you do not find also sexual desire, at least according to pre—Freudian ■ 

view—you must have heard of that complete revolution before. So, the natural is the 
universal in this sense; and also the moral is the universal. 1 mean, your princi¬ 
ples must be based on considering of the human race, not your neighbor. 'The. mnnpi 
is of course not actual in all men of every age, but it is possible in all men; an 
actual in all men of cultivated nature. The particular is the artificial, as he says 
here, based on prejudice. Stated in the utmost generality, the view that the natural 
is the universal, and the m o r al is the universal, is, of course, the traditional 
phil osophic view. But Rousseau has a special implication here: if the particular is 
the artificial—that means, of course, also the untrue; unnatural untrue—what 

does this imply? 

A: Religion? 

S: Yes, positive religion; surely. Natural religion would not be, but positive re¬ 
ligion would have t h i s ch a r acter. In a way this is the formula for the whole thing. 
Smile is a man of nature, as he calls him, in opposition to the of man, as 
Ne ordinarily is. The education of Smile is jtha natural education, the education 
where not only no prejudices entered, but where a habit of resisting prejudices 
been deeply ingr ained. This is the goal of the education; pnd of course that means 
only., .in other words, as you find on page 206, at the bottom, "brought up in the most 
absolute liberty, the greatest evil which he conceives is servitude." The greatest 
®vil is not death, as it is according to Hobbes. Servitude. ve have seen the 
many implications, which I ca n not possibly repeat now. But we should try, you and I, 
to keep the m ain points in mind. .And I r>> of the ma-fn points is doubtless 

Iwnat we have been disc u ssi ng today, the pity. This is primarily what the morality 
jof sentimentality meant: the substitution of sentiment for reason, and for the nat— 
,ural incli n ations. That plays a very great role in the 18th century, end the senti- 
jment, of course, is meant to be pity; and every child can say* this is "secularized 
i Biblica l religion," meantng compassion, mercy, charity, divorced from its theological 
; context. That is easy to say; every child can say it, I believe does say it today. 
But that doesn't help us, because every secularization moaria a selection from the 
body of revealed religion. What is the principle of the selection? Which points 
_have been secularized? This is not yet answered by the word secularization. I mean, 
f one could have made other selections; why did this become central? And Rousseau's 
reason, I t hin k, is rather clear on the basis of what we have seen today: compassion 
is the outstanding sent imen t 'because of its peculiarly pleasing character—to repeat:, 
to the pitier, to the pitied, and to the observer. An d the question is, are there no 
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i other qu ali ties, the question would be are there no other passions which might fill 
ithe sane bill; and t h e n one would come up to the problem* Surely Rousseau's doctrine 
! of pity is absolutely Inseparable from the way in which he understood democracy, 
includes the reasons history is in favor of d e m o cracy. 

A- I was t hinkin g about a contrast between Rousseau and liberal democracy. I had In 
mind Spipoza and his basing of natural right on human dignity, in other words, not on 
a human defect.... 


5: Yes, but that is different, because in Sn-inn^a r pity doesn't play any role at all. 

I mean, in other words, it is, you can say, the .stoic teaching: pity is a defect which 
disturbs the mind and whicn prevents you from doing the right thing. No, Spinoza is 
,inot sentimental. 

A: X have some vague idea about how this pity is connected with democracy, but would 
you be more explicit? 

I Hi viell, that's an old story; and I mustn't forget that the time is advanced. There 
I is a passage wh ic h is very interesting and wMwould give occasion for »n VririHg of 
reflection, in Aristotle 'r Constitution of Athena— vou know, that is a book which was 
not known for many, many centuries; it was discovered only at the end of the last cen- 
: tury. There, when lie speaks of the settlement, after the Thirty Tyrants—do you Imow 
mat that was? After the Peloponnesian war, these members of the upper-class party, 

I some kindred of Plato, establis h ed a so-called aristocracy, w hich was a very bloody 
! tyranny. And fi n all y the democracy led by Thrasybulus, won. And they behaved in a 
1 very sensible way. I mean, the chief evil doers, if they had not already fallen in 
battle, were executed; but no revenge: amnesty. And in th^.» connection Ajigtotle 
speaks of the good—naturedness of the common people. So, in other words, Aristotle 
was free from all sentiment ali ty, but somehow he.... Could he have meant it ironically? 
I do not Imow; X don't see it. Let us take another case; when Thucydides writes « 
history, and he describes of course abominable actions of the common people in Corcyrae 
I and other places, oestial ones. But when he takes the two key cities, Sparta and 
j Athens, one great difference between the two cities is that the Athenians are definitely 
I more hu ma n than the Spartans are. There was the famous.. .certain very wonderful and ' 
great stories of hittelanea, where the established party.. .Cleon tried to have them all 
hanged because they had defected from Athens; and yet there was a very strong feeling 
among the public, I mean the simple people, against the barbarity of the thing, a nd 
Just by a bear's breadth, that saved them. Now, there may be something to that, that a 
higk social position would make men harder; perhaps it is so. Let us assume it is so— 
do you see you must not make any inferences from people of high social standing today, - 
because given the enormous mobility of life today, there is really no longer an upper ' 
class; that you c a nno t compare. And to the extent in the countries in which there are 
still upper classes, like same European countries, they of course have been so much... 
their wings have been clipped so much and they ere so much exposed to popular criticue, 

: to say nothing of that very effective critique which is legislation, that th is is no 
longer the old story. One would really have to see how the French nobility and the old 
■ c ‘ n g^ 3 ^ nobili^ and so on, how they behaved when they were really in the saddle. Now, 

X c anno t do better t h a n this, end would say, in order to be fair to both kinds, that ' 
an aristocracy which was decent was distinguished from the lower class from the fact 
that it made much higher demands on its members than the lower classes made on their 
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r members. Ibis could conceivably go together with greater hardness, harshness to others, 
I do you see? X can't do better than that. There may be something to that. One 
< sees it often, X mean, X have seen it often: I know people who are genuinely compas— 

; sionate who make high de m a nd s on themselves, and yet are compassionate, do not make 
equally high demands on others; but X have also seen quite a few people where the pity 
1 or compassion was only the other side of their easy—goingness regarding themselves. 

The Germans have a word whi ch those of you who have ever heard German will know: Gemut— 
lichkeit. And Qha£&e, who saw through many of these things wery well, said Genaltlich— 
i® indulgence towards the wealoxess of others <>nd of one s a If—you understand. that— 
and that is somet hing . You know, easy-goingness, which is of course always pleasant, 
because we like to be indulged; but that is not the standard from we seriously 

judge. Rabbi beiss. 

i A: I wonde r if it would be fair to say about Aristotle that he ruled out pity; would 
| this give rise to...he doesn't include it as a virtue. 

j les, surely. But on the other hand, he would say that a own who was.... The virtue 
1 was called gentleness, oraotes ; and a man who is not gentle,... I mean, there 

are two.*.. The opposite to it is cruelty and X do not remember now how he calls the - 
p th e r defect, opposite to cruelty, X don't rem e m b er it, does anyone? But X suppose it 
would be something wh i ch is really a soft-heartedness—you know, a softy-ness—which is 
j not good. Gentleness is a virtue; cruelty is a vice; that is clear. 

A: Xs gentleness the virtue with respect to anger? 

j S: Oh, yes, you are quite right, to anger. And the opposite is cruelty, the vice, 
f Mow, what is the ot her vice, if someone cannot even be angry where a reasonable ram 
ought to be angry? He would regard this as a defect, Aristotle, just as he would say 
that someone who has no sense for good food or good drink—I mean, it is not a very 
serious defect, but it is surely a defect——the . right ‘ t ^ n ‘*g is self-control, that, 
while you find it is good, you can stop in time. And the same would apply to anger. 

A man who is una bl e to feel anger is a defective man, from Aristotle's point of view. 

A: But then would that rule out pity altogether? 

3: Ho, of course not. But pity is not as such a virtue. Pity is one of these horses, 
the effects, the passions, which must be controlled. I mean, pity is as little a vir¬ 
tue as the desire for good food is a virtue. That is something which is natural, but 
wh ich must be controlled. And the man who is insensitive to the sufferings of others 
is a rather beastly creature, there is no question about that. But there is of course 
an entirely different thing to saying the feeling of compassion is the root of vir¬ 
tue, you know. Rousseau boosts pity much beyond anything earlier philosophers would 
have done, that is the thing. Do you want to say something? 

i 

A.: The thing on pity here: is there not a close connection between the universaliza¬ 
tion—that rather strange thing that it is more important to feel pity towards all man¬ 
kind than towards their neighbor—is there not...the connection between pity democ¬ 
racy is in the universalizing . of pity and in the generalizing of the wills? And this 
is where it comes in. Cert ain things of social welfare, as you mi^xt say. 
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S: Shat could be also, yes. That is clear; I mean, the generalization.. .that Deans, of 
course, the generalisation is the rational element. Season establishes general or 
universal truths, and by generalising pity you make it rational; so in other words, if 
you would not do that you m i gh t have an irrationally great pity for that sufferer at 
your doorstep, who wouldn't deserve to be so much pitied for reasons, 

and of course this kind- of generalisation which Rousseau has in might very well 
be misconstrued to mean having pity for some people whom you never mow, whom you c an 
never help in any way, wh o l l y Platonic compassion, which is of course a mere pretense, 
and not a genuine p assion. But that is not what Rousseau means; Rousseau that 

if it is not generalized, then you are bound to overestimate, to see falsely the par¬ 
ticular case. Well, what he refers to, for example: someone is led to the gallows,— 
as you Imow, these t hing s were formerly public acts—and people who were not particu¬ 
larly cruel went there—you mow this from English literature—went there to observe: 
does he die bravely or does he make a speech from the gallows. You mow, that was 
regarded as perfectly possible for a nice man to look at that. Good. But if someone 
is very soft-hearted he might have pity with a man who does not deserve to be pitied. 

the way, Pon_Qsii vo te is a good example. You know, when he sees these chain-gang 
people, and he sees only there are poor fettered fellows; and the first he does 

is that he unfetters them. They were,however, all.... 
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?*. V 1 “ Particularly impressed that you took the trouble of consulting the peral- 
lels in other writings of Rousseau, like the .Confessions and the Letter to K- Beaumont 

£ JKf?* fr °? **“ qUeatioa Which 18 - whethe r Rousseau a gree d ‘ 

6 questlQn raised: it cannot be answered in the 

affirmative without investigation. But then you said something else, you said there 

“ a ^ fereaoe between Rousseau's comrfctioni Ld those of 
theVicar. Jit than you said Rousseau's conviction may nevertheless be akin to the 
conviction of the Vicar on a formal ground, that Rousseau's conviction, too, may be 

t0 insoluble objections, is this correct? And this 

ould mean that the basis of Rousseau's own position could not be reason simply—as 
the Vic f r s position—and would have to be something like feeling, aenti- 

if it°ha*’-feh* tiliS CQ f rect? ^ es u7 Wbat than is its superiority, in Rousseau's 
view, if it nas the same not-rational basis? 

A: I think its superiority is that it provides for an asocial individual. 

S: Yes, but why would this be a necessity? 

1 say. I am not able to read the Reveries, but 
somehow feel that it has to do with the independent individual. 

IL oth ^ 1 wo fJ s » t 4 ere “two ways of life: that of the citizen and that of 

the solitary; /blackboard^ and the citizen requires this waltAT^h^nwc- 0 f the Savoyard 
Vicar s, and the solitary is a man who requires that. But the conflict between these 
two weltanschauuncs c anno t be set aright, is that the point? 

A: Except that the reason of each seems to confirm the pre-rational sentiment 
Rousseau s, account, despite its insoluble difficulties is an account by the use of 
dman reason which confirms the pre-rational sent i m e nt that leads to materialism; the 
same could be said regarding the spiritualistic account. 


iS .perfectly^correct. ■ And the question would be...then you would have to 
find the criterion wnich would permit you.. /blackboard/ I mean, you have here the 
solitary; and then you have the citizen. And the citizen has the dnalistie metaphysic; 

^ ^ ?f EListic on £‘ 4P* we sure whether it was formerly 

called materi a l i stic, is that it? ./fes/ 7 So, both are equally indemonstrable, they 
are equally. And if there is to be a superiority of this, that would have to be de^ 
cided on other than theoretical grounds; that is the conclusion, I believe, to vh inh 
we are led, if you are right. 

A: /i n a u d ib le: to the effect—I fh*-nv that is true/ 

7; r Bt us only make clear what you imply. Well, we have to see whether this is so, but 
it is surely something which has to be considered. I believe that a subdivision of 
this argument is what you say about the difference between the Vicar and Locke , and 

0f that th±s respect Rousseau would also be opposed to 
Jiat . tbe Viesr and Rousseau agree over against Locke, that we have to check. 
+wIIJ # 4.w 7 w 1 ?!* r *" tlae t0 me because 1 haven't studied that, now at least, that you 
all^inco* aCC0UntS ° f *** faota ** Confessions and in the Emile are factu- 
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A: The only ground I have for that.... As 1 said, I really an not prepared to verify 
this, but ilpa based mainly on what I've been told about the results of biographical 
research. /S: I aaej I feel that the account in the Emile is factually incorrect. 

S: Yes, but...good; and feeli n g of course is not good enough. That applies, of course 
not only to this historical question; you have to be a bit more cautious. 

A; It's based, of course, on certain implications wiri I have drawn out of the pas¬ 
sages in the Confessions. 

S: Well, let us see; perhaps it is not so difficult. We must of course limit our¬ 
selves to the Emile, and perhaps it is possible to decide that. Before we turn to the 
discussion, I would like to ask hr. Mueller to give us information about Emile, 
about the name Emile. 

« 

A: Well, I don’t want to suggest that I've been in constant pursuit of the problem.... 
S: So, no; but what you told me privately is, I am sure, of interest to the class. 


A: Looking at Plutarch, looking at the life of fln-n-fna Paulas, seeing a number of 
interesting things.... was that to suggest that he has 11 na Pauius in mind 

when he named Emile. He was a priest terribly learned in the ancient writings which... 
even t ho ug h he knew better, Plutarch says, when he affects 

this point: seeing an eclipse, he knew the reason for the eclipse, being instructed in 
such matters, but nonetheless he performed for the sake of the soul what were perhaps 
the appropriate sacraments. Jsi You said also.. ,7J Oh, yes, at the beginning, Plut¬ 
arch says that he wasn't raised like the other Homans and that he was not taught to 
flatter the multitude, or to practice oratory, plead cases for the of mere 
oratory—I thHr>v that was it—even though he gave his own children a very interesting 
education. Also he was married twice, and his first...being divorced, he then had his 
two sons adopted by veiy distinguished families. One was adopted by the family of 
Scipio, and the other I don't remember. Scipio the younger. 

S: rihat I like in the vary question is that I am sure Housseau gave some thought to 
the question of how to call that paragon; and since the female, who will make her ap¬ 
pearance s hor tly, is called Sophie, which is really a meaningful name, being wisdom, it 
is safe to assume that there was a reason why he picked the •norm Emile. And what you 
told me makes it at least a worthwhile hypothesis to go into that question whether it 
is not Plutarch 's Envi 1 ins Pauius, especially since Rousseau admired Plutarch so much. 
That is very interesting; I am grateful to you. I mean, these pseudonyms of course 
must always be studied; and the most famous case, at least in this country, probably 
is the £g£sfia^st they are signed Publius. The question must be raised why 

did they pick that name. 


But now let us turn to our text; where is that? inhere did we stop? My notes 
seem, to be in absolute disorder. a!e stopped last time at 217. I get it now; thank you 
very much. He starts here at the beginning of this assignment, page 217, the 5th para, 
he will form the man of nature, "l'homme de la nature," in opposition to the man of mas 
but not to send him back to the forest. In other words, he should be a natural man 
within society; and no authority should govern b-im except the authority of his own rea¬ 
son. Let us never forget that: this is the of the education altogether, the 
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perfectly unprejudiced nan. Let us read on page 218, the 4th para, where he takes 
tissue with Locke . I believe this would be necessary for a proper scholarly study of 
[the Znile , to bring together all explicit references to Locke, because Locke 's 
Treatise of Education is obviously the nearest to Rousseau as a target; and read that 
[by itself and see what the agreements and what the differences are, both the differ¬ 
ences pointed out by Rousseau, and those differences which exist in fact. But natur¬ 
ally we cannot do that here. Row, read this, please, this remark about Locke. 

A: "Locke would have us begin-not the method of nature..." 

S: "of reason." 

A: "...nor even that of well ordered reason;” 

S: I see. This may be a printing error here; because here it is: "it is not the 
method of reason nor even that of well-ordered nature." This is the text I have here, 
but...is this the correct text? 

A: It is the same that we have in this other edition. Your text is in accordance 
with my French text. - 

S: and there is no reference...? I see. So she did again the evil thing. 

Row, go on. 

A: "...it is to learn....on a firmer footing." 

S: Yes, all right. Row, Locke' s method leads to materialism, and this is.... But 
what is wrong with materialism ? tie must see. In the sequel he says...let us read the 
next para. 

A: "Since our senses....to themselves idols." 

5: "corporeal gods." In other words, all men, all nations, including the Jews, are 
materialists; and even if they speak of spirits they mean by spirits a certain kind of 
bodies. But this doesn't make it true; on the contrary. Now, in the next para, let 
us read that. 

A: "The perception of....affected him were alive." 

S: "Thus man began by animating all beings the action of which he felt." Go on. 

A: "He did not recognise....peopled with gods like themselves." 

S; No, no: "with sensible gods," with gods which can be sensibly perceived. 

A: "...sensible gods. The stars....their earliest form of worship." 

S: Let us stop here. So, in other words, we have, now, if we needed any evidence, we 
have it here: the savages are full of superstition, polytheism, idolatry, no that if 
Rousseau really would have said that the age of the savages is the perfect age, this 
would have.... vie have discussed this at some length when we spoke of the 
.SflHgggL. Reinken? 
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A: We also have in the same content that the child imputes a will to the chair. 

S: Very good. So, you remember when we discussed this question at some length: is a 
nh-i id able to distinguish between animate and inanimate beings? And do you re m em b er 
why this was so important? 

A: Because he was to be reasonable and accept necessity. 

S: Yes, he was to be free from what? Prom a feeling of, what was the - precise term? 

A: A feeling of revenge? 

S: Yes, revenge and all +- h l p of thing; and can he distinguish between an ill 
will a mere blindness, as it is, without any will; and X suggested that he cannot 
distinguish, and therefore Rousseau's doctrine there as stated is untenable. And now 
he admits it practically in so many words, although he speaks hare only of the grown¬ 
up children, the savages. 

Thftn he develops,on the basis of this, since a child cannot possibly understand 
spirit, a child cannot possibly believe in God as a non-corporeal being; and this is a 
retroactive justification for his having failed to speak of God to his Emile. And of 
course, the other implication is that a savage can also not believe in God; and there¬ 
fore it is unfair to try to convert them to monotheism. This is not stated, but . 
clearly implied. Let us turn to page 222, in the 3rd para. 

A: "We have seen the road...approaches these nysteries. 

S: dh-i mysteries? The sexual mysteries, yes? Or does he not speak of it here? 

Ho, not yet; it is still the mysteries of the universe; I am sorry. Because he uses 
this phrase also.... Go on. 

A: "...and I am ready to admit....another stage in another faculty." 

S: How, which are these faculties—apart from that of knowledge—wnich are in such a 
rapid progress at that stage? I mean, he says here, "the inevitable causes wh ic h ac¬ 
celerate the progress of the passions force us to speed up the progress of his knowl¬ 
edge." What does he mean by that? 

A: Hormones. 

S: Yes, well, that is very physiologically expressed. But let us say sex, which is 
also not a very unscientific expression, I believe. In other words, religion is in¬ 
troduced when the nhilri is old to understand, its dogmas and when his passions ■ 

need these dogmas for the regulation of the passions. That is the reason why this 
comes in at this stage. Prior to the awakening of sex, the passions which exist there 
can still be controlled without religion; but not afterwords. In the next para—we 
cannot read that—about when he, in the 4th sentence or so, when he says, "Let a Turk... 

A: "Let a Turk, who thinks....prejudice is triumphant,” 
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5: '‘that opinion, is triumphant." So, the goal of education, freedom from opinion, 
concerns therefore religion above everything else, because opinion is triumphant in 
religion. Read the next sentence, please. 

A; ’ "But we who profess...what religion s h all we give him..."" 

S: Answer: a religion which is a natural religion. That will come now in the sequel. 
Gradually now we approach the Vicar. Yes? 

A: There is a curious thing in the previous point where you said that the ideas of 
religion were only introduced to any normal child when two th i n gs: first, when he is 
ready for them, to understand them, capable of understanding them; and secondly, when 
they are needed in order to control the passions. ^Yes *j It would seem odd that there 
; would be a coincioence, that these two things would happen at the same time. What is 
the exact connection? ' 

; s: i could give you an answer which Rousseau would easily give; whether it satisfies 
you, I don't know: nature is good. So when the needs a ri se, they are fulfilled; the 
old story: a Wwd of teleology which is admitted even by Karx in his statement, ”i k jan 
does not pose bimgaif any task wh lie cannot fulfill. 11 You know that, iftarx's dogma? 
That is only, in a modified version, the old story that there is no natural need the 
fulfillment of n'n j? not guaranteed by nature—^no natural need, I mean; not fancy 
needs. This he would say; I mean, cm the basis of the complete denial of teleology, 
which 1 ~ oi! become so common in modem times. It seems imp l a u sible; it seems a mere 
. coincidence. But do you not laaow of an example which we all would admit, that there 
is such a fitting of need and fulfillment? Well, how come that when a woman has given 

; birth to a child, she ordinarily is able to give suck to the c h i l d? I mean, the fact 

-that there is a mechanism in the female body which brings it about that giving birth 
-to a id also makes her milk—producing does not do away with t h is strange coinci¬ 
dence that the baby needs the milk. In other words, empirically there is some tele¬ 
ology; and all attempts to explain it by mechanical terms.... Well, I don't want to 
go to these famous examples, the details of which I have forgotten, about certain 
insects— 2 r ou must know that; you are the natural scientist here—about certain insects 
who lay eggs, or whatever it is, on a single night—does any one know what I mean?—in 

a single night in which a certain flower blossoms. Have you heard of such a thing? 

■ You have heard of it. There are such extraordinary things. You know it, iff. Boy an? 

A: I t hought you were going to give a different kind of example, the insects that 
change color; they all used to be white. 

S: You mean mimicry and this kind of thing? 

As* ifost insects used to be white; and then when people ca m e along with their indus¬ 
tries er> d the smoke in the air, and so they stood out, and the birds ate them.... 

S: Yes, mimicry, that is called. Yes, that is the famous problem of Darwjii altogether, 
to give a flior>h<md ftgT explanation for the apparent teleology. But the Darwinian theory 
presupposes the apparent teleology; because it is meant to exp lain it away. The prime 
facie evidence is in favor of the teleology, to. Butterworth. 

A: I bad another question back in another para. Jst To what do you want to go back^ 
The para in which you were talking about natural religion. The question is, is 
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Rousseau’s reason for giving a natural religion for Emile really a .sufficient reason; 
because of the fact that he says, "we want to teach Smile - frbjwgft that he could learn 
■oy himself in every country," and then it seems to be also that he could live in any 
country with this natural religion• But inherently that might be false, because simply 
if he were to go into Prance at that time and try and live openly by that natural re¬ 
ligion, he would encounter quite a few difficulties. 

S: Excuse me; if he is completely indif ferent to any positive religion, he could, 
j according to the pr in c i ple stated here, adapt himself to the external conformance with 
—22L positive religion. So, he could wors hi p the emperor in Japan, and males voodoos in 
other countries, or, as Napoleon put it——in a way a pupil of Rousseau, you iciow; Napoi— 
eon was in a way a pupil of Rousseau—that "I was a fluslim in the Orient; I am a 
Cath o lic in Prance." But we came to that later. 


.sow, only one point on page 223, para 2, Rousseau makes it clear, provisionally 
...we read only this sentence: "Instead of telling you here what I tn-in> myself about 
the subject, I will say what a man who had much greater worth than I thought about it." 
So, formally, he says, I will not tell you my opinion, I tell you the opinion of 

another man; but this wan is of much greater worth than I, and you take your choice. 
Shis is the first statement about t h is issue, is Rousseau in agreement with the Savoy¬ 
ard Vicar or is he not. 

Now, we have to watch while reading the argument, we have also to watch the 
remarks about the intellectual and moral competence of the Savoyard Vicar: these two 
things go together. The Savoyard Vicar is a character of Rousseau; whether he has a 
basis in fact or not, this is uninteresting. Therefore we have to Imow what is the 
quality, the qualification of that mouthpiece; what are his intellectual moral 

qu a li f ications. Now, let us turn to page 224, the 4th para. 

A: "This worthy priest....lacked neither wit nor learning...." 

S: Let us stop here. You see, this is not a very high praise; you must not give.... 
"He was not without esprit, nor without letters." well, that is compatible with being 
barely literate, of course, and having some common sense; but surely not a philosopher. 
That is the first statement we find. q is confirmed by a later remark: we see 
also that he had had a youthful adventure. Low, this is so generally stated that we can¬ 
not say whether it reflects on his character or not; it will be later more delicately 
developed. Later on, on page 225, in the 2d para,.... 

A: "The neglect of all. religion...a man's duties." 

S: "the duties of man." Let us keep this in mind: without religion, no duties of 
man. We turn than to page 226, at the top of the page. 

A: "To protect the unl u c k y youth....right use of his talents...." 

S. You see how important it is. Rabbi Weiss; first, how good amour—cropre can be. 

This was a boy—Rousseau himself, you know—at the lowest grade of his morality ever, 
and the first thing this sensible educator did was to awaken In b-im what we would i 
self-respect. But self-respect is, of course, a modification of amour-propre, because 
self-respect always is based on some form of comparison, we leave thi a now. We turn 
now to page 226 In the 3rd para. 
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A: "I am weary.. .unnecessary...." 

S: In other words, hitherto he had spoken of this young juvenile delincuent: and now 
he tells us, that juvenile delinquent was I. Read tL^please. ’ ““ 

A: "...for you are well aware, my dear friend, that I myself..." 

S. Oh, "dear friend"! "Fellow citizen," dear fellow citizen. I mean, really 
should be sent back to college. She is an M.A., I saw; she doesn’t deserve it. Go on. 

"...that I myself was...cost of some slight shame." 

S. Why does he now reveal his identity? I mean, it could have gone on in the third 
person* And he does some t h ing more: he identifies the addressee, in addition, in a 
general way. He doesn't say "ny dear friend," he says "ny fellow citizen." What 
does that mean? 

A. /Inaudible; to the effect: He was from Geneva;, it's a fellow citizen of Geneva 
that he's twining about,;/ 

S: why is this relevant?' 

A: Because in Geneva you don't have too many Savoyard vicars, do you? 

S. I*one. So, in other words, since he has to speak of a questionable'Catholic—I mean, 
one can safely say that he was a questionable Catholic, who had in addition, apart from 
the fact that he is not a sincere Cat hol ic, lie had committed a certain impropriety 
which looked different to Protestants than to Catholics—he naturally addresses it to 
a Protestant who iB more sympathetic, by definition. The unbelieving Christian here 
is a Catholic, and therefore the Protestants can say, well, we don't have such black 
sheep among us, and if the Catholics have them, that's the fault of Catholicism—a 
famous topic of Protestant argument. How, what was this particular.. .we have to iden¬ 
tify briefly the impropriety, this juvenile delinquency of the priest. What was that? 
Para 5, page 228. 

A: "By birth I was a peasant... .more than I could perform." 

S: What does' this allusion mean? A: Chastity. 

S: Celibacy; yes. Go on. 

A: "Conscience, they tell us, is the creature of opinion...doing her bidding." 

a- Iei» us now leave it here. Now, what did he do? X mean also the following para, 
iar. Seltzer, have you made up your mind what this adventure of the priest was? Well, 
apparently he had some illicit relation, of course illicit relation—wiih ar. unmarried 
woman; because he boast3 of the fact that he never committed adultery. So, this would 
seem to settle the issue. But the really funny thing is this: Rousseau would, by 
entrusting the profession of faith to this man, to a can with a moral taint, he seems 
to discredit what comes out of the mouth of the man. Why did he do that? This seems 
most inept; and he surely did not wish to discredit that profession of faith. How, 

why did he do that? I mean, that is a more subtle question, but I think- it must be 
raised. 



Rousseau, XI 


Page 8 


A: Hell, he’s bringing religion in as a countar-weight to sex. 

o: That is a very good point; thank you. I didn’t think of that; let us sake a note 
of that; that is very good. It shows a connection. Rut it shows of course also...what 
does it show, however? That it is not sufficient; because a priest was religiously 
brought up, and it didn't help. But nevertheless the general connection which you 
stated is, I am sure, correct. ' hr. Seltzer. 

A: Isn't he trying to show how he arrived at this natural religion; that he arrived 
at this because his misconduct was discovered not because of his indiscretion, but 
because of his scruples about it? 

S: Yes, but his scruples were of a very limited kind: no adultery, as distinguished 
from fornication. But that will not do. I still repeat that the point which you make, 
that it is an indication of the connection between, that the religion comes in in con¬ 
nection with the regulation of sex, is important. 

A: Is the answer not...in this particular case, it seemed to me that Rousseau didn't 
really accept this as a serious blemish on the man's character. 

S: Of course not; but still, he has to reckon with his readers. And while probably 
in the upper classes of society the French were not very strict, as you know, in the 
13th century—end that is quite true—but still, Rousseau is here not—how shall I 
say—a man of the drawing-room, you know, or some officer Of the French guard, but he 
is talking as a responsible educator; ha cannot*... 

A: Is not the point that he really, not just that he really didn't think it very ser¬ 
ious and that this sort of thing goes on all the time, but that he thought that the 
rule which the man broke was a rule should never have been made. 

3: That is correct; and this he can do because he is addressing a fellow citizen, i.e. 
a Genevan, i.e. a Protestant; that is clear. But still, it is nevertheless a moral 
taint, because, after all, strict Protestantism doesn't permit this kind of laxity 
which the priest committed nevertheless. Since he was unable to marry by virtue of 
his vow, he should not have had any relations with a woman, that is perfectly simple. 
And I think a strict Protestant would have said the thing, and would have said, 
well, you have an excuse, but to have an excuse means, of course, you did something 
wrong. Whenever you say this is excusable, you say it is intrinsically wrong. 

A: But the point in relation to fir. Heinken's question was that if he is bringing in 
religion as a counter-weight, it can't completely overcome it. The point is that you 
mustn't make the impossible. This is a question, that the counter-weight is operating 
not by thwarting nature completely, but perhaps by regulating it. 

S: That is absolutely right, what you and .-ir. Reinken said, but this would lead to a 
very long excursis for which we do not have time; but I must 3ay a few words about 
that nevertheless. Rousseau wrote a .novel, The Hew Heloiae. or Julie . In which he dis¬ 
cussed this theme at the greatest length, and with very great delicacy compared with 
what novelists do today—you have no idea. I mean, as delicate as Richardson, I be¬ 
lieve, would write about these matters; you know, the 18th century Richardson. But 
still, if one looks through all the frills, then what comes out clearly is this: the 
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■ ileroille was seduced by her governor, a fellow called St. -Preus, and th is is, of course, 
j also Housseau, in a ma nn e r . And this leads to a big scandal, the most massive 
consequences of this misconduct are avoided only by the fact that the father of Julie 
boxes her ears when he hears of that action—because she is- pregnant.—and then as a 
consequence, she falls, and this is the and of hay pregnancy, hut he is of course 
thrown out of the house with disgrace. And then, many years later, Julie marries a 
ffiend of her father, £.. de woimar, much older than she, and a perfectly respectable 
gentlem an , and of course also very wealthy. And now she loves her husband; I mean, 
she undergoes a religious conversion on the night before her wedding, aha eradi¬ 
cates her l i ng ering feelings for St—Proux out of her heart—a very impressive scene. 

She lives...see gets children and, perfectly happy. And St*-Proux is called in later— 
you know they are of overflowing generosity—as the educator of Julie's children from 
the marriage, and they are all absolutely generous and virtuous; it is unbearable to 
^ead these many adjectives. But the really serious thing is this: Julie is perfectly 
i^ppy. She has only one difficulty, and that is—they are Protestant—that her hus¬ 
band, E. de Vtolmar, is an atheist. But he conforms absolutely with the demands of 
society—oe goes to c hur ch, an d everything—but she knows that; ^ is the only 

fly in the ointment, if I may use this expression. «nd now, the thing which is never 
clearly stated is this—but winch comes out of the action as a whole: the true unhan- 
piness of Julie is that she has married the man she did not love. Her love still be¬ 
longs to St.-Preux, her early lover. And this is, of course, to show, to indicate 
that love c ann ot be controlled by any law human or divine; that is, I think, the mean¬ 
ing of the whole thing . And this has very much to do with the point which you raised 
now; you know, that there is an..,. But still of course, for most purposes, practical 
purposes, it is of course sufficient to control action, as aha rf from senti¬ 

ment. mr. Butterworth. 

A: Just one thing where I sort of think that ar. 1-iorrison has a point is, isn't it 
earlier in the . Smile , or else it's in ikewhere Housseau explicitly 
speaks of a priest, the Abbaye de St. Pierre, and says, it has been said of h-in that 
ne, not being able to stick by his vows, but being against adultary, kept pretty ser¬ 
vants in his house; and whevever they had children, they were given a trade. I 
it was earlier in the book where this came up, in the EniLe, or else it is in the 


S: He speaks about the Abhaye St. Pierre in the Cnrtfp.fiai.nns . 

point is, if this were really a horrible act, you wouldn't go around putting 
a man' s rtamo to it in thi a way. 

S: But I don't quite get it. 

A: He does preface it by saying, "it has been said of," but then he explicitly says 
that it was the Abbaye of St. Pierre, and he says the Abbaye—so that we know that he 
is a man of faith—believed that adultery was bad but he kept pretty servants in his 
house, and whenever the servants had c h ildren...the implication is very strong.... 

S: Yes, but you must not forget what it meant to be an abbaye in 18th century Prance. 
The most famous example is II. de Talleyrand, you know, the bi 3 hop—but that was merely 
an arrangement of his family, and it was one way of taking care of children of noble 
but impoverished families. 
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A: But the point that I'm fcvyt n g to make is that on this "basis, and just t a kin g this 
historical viewpoint, I wonder if it really is such a blemish. 

Si But, you must.... That is a famous question which I know from Machiavelli, when 
people say, what Machiavelli said was absolutely el e m en ta r y; in Italy everyone thought 
that way. But one only has to read contemporary statements—for example, the sermons 
of Savonarola, anft quite a few other things—to see that t h is was not what everyone 
thought. tough politicians thought that way, but the difference i3 the differ¬ 

ence what TEwn do—and they do most horrible things at all times—and what responsible 
teachers of the public say, like Rousseau, you know± name on the title page, ana op¬ 
posed to all frivoloty all the time, in all his writings. And then it has to be taken 
more seriously, vir. Johnson. 

A: /inaudible. To the effect: You are speaking so far of the ori gi n a l fault of the 
Savoyard Priest; but, from page 227, he appears not to have completely overcome the 
fault/, so it was not only an original sin, but one that recurs. 

S: v/ell, you • fraTfa original sin now in a very loose sense. But you said something 
about his age? 

A: So, I just said that the action.... Ee still is a priest, isn't he? 

S: He was a priest when he committed that act. 

Ai What about when he 3 peaks to Rousseau? S: That is years after. 

A: Yes, but is it at a time when there is no longer any vow...? 

S: Oh, yes; he makes the remark that this infirmity has remained with him. I forgot 

now where it is, but he made a definite remark to this effect; and I thin k Rousseau 
ovaa _i am sorry, I cannot find it now—there is a remark somewhere to this effect. 

A: The remark is on page 227, about 3 lines down. 

S: Aha; so in other words, he was not quite regular in this respect.... 

A: ".Except for the fault...a fault which he had only partially overcome...." 

3: That is a wonderful statement, isn't it? I mean, it is left entirely to Jie imagi¬ 
nation of the reader what he means by such a partial overcoming; very funny. But Jaat 
Rousseau could give rise to so much hilarity, one would not expect from his.... 

A: I there is an ambiguity about his fault and what he says himself in the 4th 

para of 229; being.. .surely the Vicar here is made to say, and Rousseau would agree— 
and both a stiff Calvinist in Geneva, to whom he is ostensibly addressing himself, and 
a discreet duchess in Paris, who is the most l i k ely reader of this book would agree— 
that the worst thing was to be found in adultery; and surely he is an imprudent man, 
anH not reasoning quite as well as another.... 

3: Yes, that people of lax morals wouldn't find anything particularly wrong, that 
goes without saying; but as I say, this is not good enough, for a man who makes the 
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claim wn ic h Rousseau raises, for hims elf and for the Savoyard Vicar, ^ho is to 

preach a religion which is by far superior to any other religion. The question still 
reaains. 

A; Just an elementary point that I think would go some way towards assisting the argu¬ 
ment of those who try to identify Rousseau with, the Vicar i on page 224, he first men¬ 
tions the youthful fault of the Vicar; then on page 226, he tails about his own dis¬ 
orders of youth, Rousseau's own, and he says, I th-iriV- that I an far removed froo ay own 
disorders of youth, and on the following page, he says that tho Vicar only per— 
tially overcome his; and then in another following page, he actually describes the 
Vicar's fault. So, during this context, he calls attention to his own youth.... 

5: Very good; that is good. 

A: Although the fault he names is misanthropy, whereas the Vicar's fault is lust; his 
seem3 to be.... 

1 

IS: No, no; he also speaks... there is no question that Rousseau had a very irregular 
|youth regar ding sex. I mean, you only have to read his £aB£gfiai22a, and disregarding 
sail the...no, I tnink that is very good, what you- say. But nevertnaless, that doesn't 
■ awa 3 r 'tiie ;a - ct that, after all, since it is a vicar who presents the profession, 
a man much more worthy than he nimself, as he says, the question of the moral taint of 
the Vicar returns. Now, I would suggest this point, that by mentioning, apart from 
the anwi—Catholic implication of that mention, fulfills another purpose; because the 
icar has a moral taint which is in a way much graver—after all, such infirmities are 
very frequent; let us not fool ourselves about that. But the Vicar an infirmity 
which is veryjrare, and that is that he is a Catholic priest who is in his heart a 
Protestant. In other words, the visible, vulgar infirmity draws our attention to the 
invisible and non—vulgar infirmity which is nevertheless also morally speaking a ques¬ 
tionable practice, there is no question about that. Now of course, again—now I ocas 
cakk to wnat you said, i*ir. Nicgorski—this infirmity, this more important infirmity of 
the Vicar is of course also the infirmity of Rousseau. This, I believe, is the over¬ 
all context. 

Somewhere in the Lp-tTP^p nOJl^lLlir. Rousseau has said that despite the 

act that he was a Catholic Protestant, he always had tha same religious principles; 
he always m ain tained the same underlying principles. He was consistent. 

c. usilj Rousseau became a Catholic on no ground but convenience—you Joiow, in ’«•> p 
i iiiSt trip to It.aly; tais is the same thing. But the deeper problem is not this 
; between, what, Protestantism and Catholicism or all of that, but that Rousseau 

asserts principles which he does not hold. This "insincerity" of both the Vicar and, 

in another way, of Rousseau is a much more interesting moral uroblem that of this 
sexual thing. * 

*■ ^ don't quite understand hew his incontinence was discovered. 

S* Per don? On, that is only gossin. J 

A. No, it is sore important, because he says that one can always escape punishment by 
being guilty of a worse fault; and this s what these experiences.... 
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S: Oil, I see, I have somewhat misrepresented you. I believe what he is this: 

from the point of view of sheer cleverness, adultery is safer than.. .because the other 
party has a very great interest in concealing the act; whereas a young girl sight ccce 
to her mother and tell her, and then it would come out. That's the only meaning I 
could connect with this very complicated sentence. So that, bow does he say at the 
end of this para; ha says.... 

A: j^age 229, para 4 U "I was the victim of my scruples...guilty of a worse fault." 

S: Tea, I think he me a n s that. Adultery is safer then simple fornication on this 
ground. I t hink that he means. Rousseau knew something of the ways of the world, as 
we see. Row, let us continue. There is one point somewhat earlier, on page 227, in 
the 2d para. Let us read that. 

A:- "This opportunity....bitterness against the rich and successful..." 

S: Here, here. You remember this passage we read about the rich and the poor in the 
discussion of pity? Go on. 

A: "...as if their wealth...taken from my own." 

■v • 

S: In other words, simply stated, there was an element of envy in Rousseau's rebellion 
| ag a i n st the rich; and perhaps this was still in a more sophisticated form powerful in 
ihim when he wrote the Emile. Rut, the next point. 

A: "The foolish vanity...to this angry temper...." 

iSi But what does it mean, one doesn't want to be humiliated? That is a very anbigu- 
jous term. I have heard occasionally of one scholar accusing another scholar who had a 
discussion with him of attempting to humiliate ^* 1 ' in public, meaning if he is refuted, 

I that is a hu m i liation, which is of course a fantastic notion of what a humiliation is. 
j You know, there can be a supersensitivity to—how ahnii I say?—to be shown up in one's 
defects which is highly unreasonable. And Rousseau apparently had that. This is only 
an indication of the connection between pity envy of which I spoke in another way 
, last time. 

A: What is that, "kicking against the pricks"? 

S: Well, literally.... "against the pricks" is again the Waster of Arts edition; what 
he says literally is "which kicks against humiliation," the pricks aren't there. The 
pricks are I£.A. "qui regimbe contre 1'humiliation," that is the text. Row, there are 
a number of remarks on page 230 which make clear the bias of the Vicar, which we must 
very briefly consider; we cannot read it. He has "a heart made for adoring, for wor¬ 
shipping God," and he is of course concerned with finding "a rule for his duties"— 
these are all the principles—he prefers "to be deceived rather than to believe 
nothing," you see? So, this characterizes in a way what is, answers the question what 
is the bias of the Vicar. His conviction is then the insufficiency of reason, and 
therefore he turns to "the Inner Light," on page 231, para 4, in the middle of the „ 
para. 


A: 


"So I chose another guide...if I trusted to their deceits." 1 
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S: Yes; and then he goes on and speaks that he found a truxh, hut this truth is ex¬ 
posed to insoluble objections; but all positions that nan take are exposed to insoluble 
objections. This is the view of the Vicar, of course, and we have to see if it is the 
view of Rousseau; we have still to see that. 

A: The first of the principles which you cited was the Vicar's principle to believe 
falsehood rather than not believe; and Rails has, up until a few pages ago.... 

3: No, that I meant by the bias of the Vicar; the Vicar wants to have some certainty 
regardless of whether it is open to objections or not. Now, a very important passage 
occurs on page 232, in the 3rd para. Here now, the argument begins; and it 'be gin s in 
the way in which everyone, so to speak, began at that time: Paacartas— cogito ; sum. 

J 1 exists. That's the beginning. Everything else csn be doubted, but what is indubi¬ 
table, that I, to doubt, am; because a non-being being couldn't doubt. Read that. 

A: "I exist, and I have senses....exist independently of them?" 

S: Now, that strikes you, of that point, on the basis of things which we have dis¬ 
cussed on former occasions? 

A: One point, regarding the sentiment of existence: before, we said that this was 
prior.... 

S: Yes, I think that is definitely what Rousseau teaches, in the especially. 

So here, in other words, this—how shall X say it?—absolutization of the sentiment of 
existence so characteristic of Rousseau is not made by the Vicar. That is the way in 
which I understand it. ind here, I is the difference; because the sentiment of 

existence has certain implications different from.... 

I 

END OP TAPE SIDE ONE. 

3: ...I have not seen here a difference from Locke— porhapa in terms: I don't remem¬ 

ber off- h a n d whether Locke calls this other, whether he coordinates this distinction 
with that between passive and active. This X do not know. 

A: This sounds almost like Kant. 

S: No; long before. S pinoza , Leibniz and Lescarxes . It may differ from Locke , but 
that would not yet mean a radical opposition to that. Let us turn to page 234, para 2. 

A: "This power of my mind....examine more or less what X feel. 

"Being now, so to speak, sure of myself...." 

» 

S: Yes; now here is a para which is missing from the translation, would you read that? 

A: "I am not, therefore, simply a sensitive and passive being, but a being 

which is active and intelligent; and,whatever philosophy may say about 
it, I dare to pretend to the honor of *m Hiring about it." 

S: "of thinking," period. A thinking, not merely sensing being. Yes. 
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A: "I know only that truth is in things and not in ay own spirit which 

judges then, and that the less I put of my own in judgments v?hiah X 
have on then, the store I an sure of approaching the truth: thua my 
rule is to deliver myself store to sentiment thaw to reason, «"d it 
is confirmed by reason itself." 

S: -as. Th is was, X believe, the passage on which you based your argument; But 
first, hr. Lane, what was your point? 

Ai I don't th ink I have a point. The distinction between passive things and active 
things: X guess that would be Locke , but the notion of the impression seems to me to 
go beyond Locke. The simple...everything passive would be binding to abstraction.... 

S: I see; and the impression would be an act. ’«iall, X simply do not remember now 
Lfl£2&. The presentation in is rather that what he calls ide^ a in contradistinc¬ 
tion to impressions are decayed impressions; 30 , there is no act involved here. 

I do not remember.... 

A: He accepted Hume, but didn't accept Locke. 

S: Yes, good. By ths way, Mr. Butterworth, do you kaow why the translation omitted 
this para? 

A: No, there is no note here. The only is when he says "whatever philosophy 

might have to say about it," my edition hag a. note that he is referring to 

S: That is extraneous information. I mean, those who need it don't need it, if I 
may say so. X mean, for the reader of the Emile, it is irrelevant; and the others 
would Imow it. So therefore it is not very interesting. Now, we aDproach gradually 
the nerve of the argument. The argument starts from the fact that matter is unmoved. 
Matter as matter is unmo ved; therefore the cause of motion cannot be found in matter. 
The only thing of which we know that they have an intrinsic principle of motion is 
man. But animals probably also have spontaneous motion, as he developed in that time. 
4nd now he reaches the conclusion, on page 235, para 4. 

A: "The first causes of motion....a first cause in ^9 will...." 

o* Xes, in some will . Because we see that the only self—moving being we imow cer¬ 
tainly, man, the motion goes back to an act of will. Yes. 

A: 4or to assume an inf in i te succession... .the first article of my creed." 

S: Yes; and now let us turn immediately to the 2nd para on page 237. 

A: "If matter in motion....leaf blown by the wind." 

S: Yes; now these are the first two dogmas, and they give already a sufficient indi¬ 
cation of what the Profession is about: it is a demonstration of the existence of 
God. Now, how would one nave to describe it in terms of the various demonstrations 
w hi c h have been suggested thro ugh out the ages——I mean, simply placing it historically, 
first: what is it? I mean, the argument is twofold, isn't it, concerning the dogmas: 
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first, concerning the origin of motion; and the second concerns the orderliness of the 
whole. The second is the teleological argument: there is an ordered universe, and 
order points to an intelligent orderer. The first doesn't speak of intelligence, as 
you see; it speaks only of will. Now, what is the first? That is also a very well- 
known one, although not necessarily in this form, iar. holier? 

A: Uho did make this argument this way? Not Aristotle. 

S: Sure: JJ. Greek for prime maverJJ 

A: £ut not a first mover in time. 

5: That is another question; but it is.... No, in Aristotle. it is not a first mover 
in time. You mean here it is in time. In Aristotle it i3 not in time. 

A: Yes. Vertical.... 

S: Yes, sure; but it is modified on the basis of modem science, but fundamentally 
the argument that motion, the motion points to a first mover, to a first mover who in 
i Ariatatlp. of course, must be unmoved—but that is not made clear here. But it is, of 
j course, also the Platon ic argument; the Platonic argument that all motion which we 
! find ordinarily—falling stone, or whatever it may be—is motion of things which have 
no principle of motion in themselves. And we have then to go back, in order to under¬ 
stand motion, to beings which are self-moved; and that means all motion of bodies is 
secondary compared with all motion of souls. That is the Platon ic argument, in the 
Laws. and also elsewhere. And these tbiare here combined. 

A: Uhen did Hume write? 

S: Zarlier. I mean, it depends what you mean: the TKalaotics of Natural Religion 
were published posthumously, much later than this; but the other writings of Hume 
were earlier. 

A: No, I mean the Religious .... 

S: Yes, that was published posthumously, in 1779, or so. 

A: I think it is very evident that Hume couldn't come to bear at this point, because 
initially the Vicar is still categorically ruling out skepticism, which is a direct 
denial of any.... 

I S: Yes, surely. But we must not forget, at that time some knowledge of the arguments 
I both of the great philosophers of the 17th, 13th century and of the , 

arguments were still very common. I mean, the equivalent of the Ancvclonedia Britan- 
nica— or what do you have today—where unlearned people get their information about 
objects of learning—there are some other things of this kind, I imagine—was at that 
time the big dictionary of Pierre Bayle . Dictionnaire Philosonhiaue . And now, in 
Bayle, you find blackboard/ all tha dPt aila of the demonstration of the existence of 
. God, well, buried, because.. .the article is gossipy. I dimly remember there is an 
. article on Zabarella—an Italian, obviously; I do not know what he did, and he seems 
; to be completely forgotten today—but in note or whatever it is, to the article on 
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^karella, you find a beautiful history of the ontological argument. But at that time 
people knew this zabarella remark £ of the ontological argument, in other articles 
there, you could easily.. .people knew that. So, did not need Rousseau, Rous— 
seau did sot need Hume: these things were well—known. And then one would have to 
have a very special reason for assuming any dependence either way ^2 this matter, re¬ 
garding the knowledge of the arguments, of the demonstration of the ex is tence of God. 


Now, we leave it at that, because we are now concerned with what is character— 
istic of the Savoyard Vicar rather than with what he shares with earlier teachers. 

For example, this be ginnin g of motion, that there must be one, that is the famous 
story of Descartes: Descartes needs a God to give the universe the chiquenaude-—what 
f that in E ng lish? In English, the push. The whole genesis of the world becomes in— 
i tel l igible on mech a ni cal grou n ds once you can account for the initial push; and for 
this push, Descartes needs God—that is the same thing, will. So, we mu 3 t see where 
does the Vicar deviate from generally Imown arguments. I do not ktow whether this 
combination was very co m mon; I couldn't say. In Kantja presentation, the three argu¬ 
ments wh ic h are most important are the ontolo gical proof—which is not used here at 
all; the proof, you know, that a most perfect being must exist, because existence is 
one of the perfections, so it is a self-contradiction to say that a most perfect being 
doesn't exist—the second is the cos m ological proof, starting from the contingency of 
the world,which calls for a necessary being which is in no way contingent; the 
third is the teleological, from the good order of the universe toward an intelligent 
cause. Now, Rousseau uses niether the ontological nor the cosmological nrcof, but a 
mortified argument from motion p lus the teleological proof; e on I would assume that 
Rousseau thought these are the two most easily intelligible proofs, the most popular 
proofs: otherwise they would not fulfil the function they are supposed to fulfil. 
lhe*e 'is another point on Phe top of page 233, in the middle. This is still a contin¬ 
uation of the teleological argument, that the universe and the beings in.it cannot 
have come into being by fortuitous or accidental causation. 

A: "If o rg a ni sed bodies had come together...now meet our eyes...." 

S: Has anyone any notion what .this oomes from? A: Empedocles. 

S: Empedo cles , yea, very good, or Lucretius. So, these were old Greek statements 
about co ming into bei n g of order out of chaos without an intelligent cause. By the 
way, how did they try to solve this difficulty; why do we not see stomachs—how does 
he put it?—stomachs without mouths today, whereas they have existed at the beginning? 


A: They weren't viable.... 

S: Then they could still come into being today, but they would.perish again, r^o; in 
first period, owing to the co n dition at the beginning, particular heat or whatever 
lit was, all kinds of things happened which do not happen in later periods—this is 
what I had in mi n d . But this only in passing. Much more important is what we find 
on page 239, in tha 2nd para. 

believe, therefore ...rather 1 feel it, and it is important to me to 
IfflOw t h i s . But has tnis same ....be comprehended by my reason." 
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S: "which, may trouble ay peace," you s«.id? "man amour-propre." Or axe there two 
re ad i n gs? No. So ag a i n , she will be rusticated. Now, let us go on. 

A: "Recollect that X am not....its origin is passive or not..." 

Si No; "whet h e r there is a passive principle or whether there is none." That is the 
same as the question of whether...as the first question. If matter is eternal, there 
is a passive pr inci ple independent of the active principle, God. 

A: "...it is still certain...orders all things, is what I God." 

S: Tee; in brief, God is the tMwiring and willing a w d powerful being. Now, here we 
nave a clear deviation of the Savoyard Vicar from the accepted doctrine. He does not 
assert the eternity of God alone; he leaves it open whether there cannot be eternity 
of matter. Ann now, in the first statement of the question he says, is there a single 
principle of things, that could mean strict monotheism, or are there two or more? 

This could mean at first hearing, is there not more than one god. After all, theoret¬ 
ically there could be a body of gods, an assembly of gods who rule the universe, 

perhaps with a highest god. But he narrows it down later to the question of two prin¬ 
ciples, God and eternal matter. He does not assert it; but he does not exclude it: 
ne says it is a question of no importance to him. Now, thH« is of course a gross over— 
s .at emen t. It mus t be of the greatest importance to bim. But what is the advantage 
of the eternity of matter? 

A: Isn't that in the letter to Beaumont . where he says, you get into this question 
about creating the world, creation r crant-i rg something out of nothing? 

S; That we come...but here is a more specific statement, in the Gamier edition of 
the letter to on page 462: 

"The co—existence of these two principles seems to explain better the 
construction of the universe; and to remove difficulties which one 
removes without it not easily, as amnwg others that of the origin of 
evil." 

That is the point. In other words, if there is one principle, God, then God would 
seem to be also the author of evil—of everything, and thus of evil. And then of course 
the monotheistic answer, as you know, is to say, no, the origin of evil is in creatures, 
angels or men; and this leads to further difficulties. Whereas if you say that there 
is a second principle, matter, which limits the power of God, and therefore his work 
I cannot be as good as he wills it. Now, this was very famous traditionally as the 
l ianich eaa doctrine ^blackboard/—from i-ianes—in tae early centuries, if I 

re me m b er well; 'but it goes back to Persian dualism, Aoroastrian.. .and it was reasserted 
as theoretically best by Beyle in his Dictionary, to which I referred before, end re— 

, asserted in a somewnat subtle manner by Voltai rp in his Candide^—because there are 
j two men: a Laifanimaw who is a monotheist another mu whose rmma is, what. Pan— 

! gloss, Martin is the other man. And he says everything is the best of all possible 
I worlds—that is what Pangloss says—and then of course there are many evils and, you 
| mow, that's very funnily described. The alternative is Martin, I’iartin asserts a 
i dualism; and so he can account for evil by tracing it to a special principle. and 
j i-iartin. is incidentally a man who had worked for ten years for the booksellers in 
j Amsterdam. Now, everyone at that time knew that this was Bayle. Bayle had.. .strictly 
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j ha .was a Frenc hman by birth, but left France because of the Edict of Nantes and earned 
J his living as.a writer in Amsterdam; and so that was he. So, this was at that 
I quite wall known, this doctrine, to informed people. 

By the way, the ult ima te origin of this doctrine in the philosophic tradition 
is -latq himself: in the tenth book of the Laws, in the demonstration of the existence 
oi God, and the discussion of teleology, two soul3 are mentioned, a good soul and a 
bad soul. And there are other remarks in Plato ...well, that is a simple story, in the 
creation of the universe in the the Artificer creates a universe out of some¬ 

thing which is. not called natter, but which has ontologically the function of matter. 

... . this is the view which he takes. Now, the key implication is, of course, 

this—tnere are two: if everything that is, is as it were the joint work of a good 
and a bad principle, man cannot be simply good. I mean, if God leads frHw to virtue, 
there is something in him as natural which leads him to unqualified egoism. The 
second implication is this: if matter is eternal, there is an eternal obstacle to the 
goodness of man—an eternal one—and that means—can easily be thought to mean—man's 
beginnings were particularly imperfect, and that all progress was reached, beyond 
period, by man's efforts. 

A: Could you repeat that? 

S: Original badness was overcome naturally by man's other power, the active power in 
himself, or, to use a later phrase, by the historical process, which is, as we have 
seen, the view of Rousseau—as we have seen from the Second Discourse. Now, you 
wanted ms to restate somet h i n g, w hich ? Regarding cannot be 3 imply good, or also 
that the beginnings, of course, of man must be imperfect? Whereas if God is the sole > 
principle, man must have been created perfect, as he is according to the Biblical 
teaching. But if tne r e is this, twofold principle, man's beginnings cannot possibly 
be perfect. 

a: Tou said something after that.... 

o. Tes: there is a natural obstacle to the goodness of which never be over¬ 
come; but it can be overcome to some extent by man's effort, and man's effort can 
have the character of a progress; and this is what is part of the story of the .SfifififljL 
,J,e IBUS ‘*' proceed in an orderly manner, tir. Butterworth. 

^ border if you were going to go into the Second Discourse— tnat was my question— 
o U3S8&U s statement in««,X t h i nk it*s not© o, isn't it* wixere he says rmn xs by 
nature good. 

j Si So you mean-this statement which ends with a twofold appeal to one th™* of people 
and another k ind of people? ^Tesj/ Tes, that is a very important note; but I do not 
; remember now...I mean, I remember distinctly the two addressees: the one is a Chri 3 - 
[ ." LaT1 other is an unbeliever. And the Christian is asked that he should stay 

j ^ S Jf iety and obey princes, and if they are wicked to bear that with patience, 
i And the other fellow, the unbeliever, is told to return to the woods because he, after 
> all, is not under ori gin al sin; he can reacquire original goodness. ' 

A: And he is somehow a little bit stronger than the.... 
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j That i3 hard to say. I n aa n , it is a very rhetorical statement, but beneath the 
i rhetoric, wh ic h appears very clear.... Ordinarily the writers on Rousseau don't con— 

| aider this passage. A very distinguished Protestant theologian, foro Tto-rth has writ- 
: tea—as X fou n d in a Quotation; X have not read his book—that he never baa found in 
; Bousseau the statement, let's return to nature, the phrase which is so...revecons k la 
| nature...and X also haven't seen it. But the nearest approximation to it is this pas— 

I sage, where the return to nature is presented as a possibility for people who do not 
believe in revelation. 

A: I think he also said—without being explicit, but very strongly hints at th y? in 
the dialogue. 

S: Th is X do not remember. I*ir. Hicgorski. 

A. X was wondering if this view of two independent principles is necessarily tied up 
with the deism was very prominent. 

J S: 130 * ® le deism was ordi nar ily a single principle. But it is a very vague 

i thing, you see, because some of the people who are known as deists, appear to be deist 3 , 
: and at closer inspection they are something different. But deism strictly speaking 
would, X believe, mean the view that there is a single principle—divine, Imowable by 
natural reason, and incompatible with revelation. That I think ia the characteristic 
i of deism. Xn other words, the revelation is not only uncertain, but incompatible with 
divine goodness; because...what he brings up next time, that X believe is what the... 
let me see: yes, Kant. makes the distinction between deism and theism—but where does 
he do it, in the Critique of P ractical Reason? I do not know exactly where he nakes 
this distinction, but X believe that is Kant's innovation—that aw is a view accord¬ 

ing to which—it i3 a purely theoretical view—there is an intelligent originator of 
universe, no connection with human dury; and theism is with a moral indication: 

■■ a Xs also the legislator. But as far as X know, Kant made this distinction. But 
this could easily be cleared up by looking up the best dictionaries ia E ngl i sh or in 
Fre n ch, and also in German—you kiow, where the words come from. As far as the t e rm 
deism came from, I t h i nk it stems from the 17th century—I know that speaks of 

it already—and deism me a n s here people who bslieve in God, but reject revelation. 

A: Claris, who was mentioned here, wasn't he.... 

S: Yes, that I do not know. I mean, C larkr was connected with Newton, a nd they had 
that fight with Leibniz, partly about physics— in particular—and partly 

on religion. But I do not know now the exact point. You know, the key point, X think, 
was Newton^admitted space as a divine attribute—something of thi s kind, if I remember 
well—and ^ei bn iz denied that. Th is X do not know; there were i vsnH-a things go¬ 
ing on, naturally, at that time. X do not know. 

A: X have the feeling that the term deism and Claris are very closely connected, some¬ 
how. 


j S: Y8s; but when was this exchange between Clark and L eibniz? In the last decade of 
i the 17th century? X do not know exactly. Locke speaks in The Reasonableness of Chris- 
tianitjjj w hi ch is earlier, speaks of deism; and there was this...no, wait: what does 
say—tnat is a famous statement—there were 20,000, 30,CC0, did he say deists 
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1 ox atheists? Tha t X do not remember* 'That was earlier, around 1630. But T says 
| there are many, nary—I t hink he doesn't give any figure—deists in Wngiand a t that 
j tine. I can only repeat, to the best of ay knowledge I have now, a deist is a who 
i believes in a si ngl e principle, God, as the cause of everything, but that this, as a 
£ rational faith, excludes the'possibility of revelation* 

c_ 

a: I thoug h t that the doctrine of two principles night be helpful to a deist who 
wanted to keep the relevance of a creator, of an originator, to keep that relevance 
ineffective in daily life. 

. a: But still, I think that would have been called always sonething nV ta iianicheism, ox 
so, at that tine. I nesn, Bayle wrote this, Bayle made thi s a key point, that natural 
reason left to itself would lead to sisnicheism, i.e. to the principle presented here, 
two pr in ciples. But then of course he amda the bow—soma people believed it, by 

tne way, the bow wh ich some people today take to be sincere—but thj^ nerely shows the 
insufficiency °f reason, and therefore one h»a to bow to revelation. You Imow, that 
is what Bayle explicitly teaches. But he wasn't understood in this way by everyone at 
that tine: that was regarded as a kind of.... He had all kind* of troubles, also 
private troubles with other.... He was a Calvinist in Anstardan with others—*big gos— 
sipy affairs added to the doctrinary question, as frequently happens. 

A: There seems to be a basic difference in this to I-ianicheisn.. .for Bayle, is it not 
true that this other pr in ciple is not an active principle, but a passive; that it is 
matter and not . And for the deists, since evil is not active, they 

describe the universe as a watch running by its perfectly regular laws, but the watch¬ 
maker has been out on lunch since.... 

j S: But did he have matter? Because that means invariably that the matter K»« certain 
1 characteristics—that is the way in which matter was understood. That is no longer the 
Aristoteli a n matter wh ic h as pure matter has no characteristics. But as matter, it 
limits aim; l im i ts Him. And there are various forma. The matter a*n «ian he, inciden¬ 
tally, intelligible matter, me aning intellectual necessities, i-ifra Platonic ideas, like 
mathematical laws, w h ic h can a l s o be un de rstood to limit God; and than it comes in this 
otner way, the whole question of divine omnipotence: is God omnipotent in the sense 
that 3e can do the logically impossible? Long discussions throughout the riiddle Ages 
and early modem times. Now, we turn to page 239, bottom. 

a: "Convinced of ay unfitness..." 

S: "ay insufficiency." 

A: "...I shall never reason concerning the nature of God....to think 

badly about him." 

o. Now, this is also an old story which itself goes back to J^utarch, but it was pop¬ 
ularized again by Bayle; and it leads h im to the question, the man who doesn't think 
oi God at all can. be said to be a practical atheist; and the other who *> 11 '-m of 
aim is the idolator, or polytheist. And here he says the atheist, the practical athe¬ 
ist, is better than the man who thinks wrongly of God—this I mention only in passing, 
he develops then in the sequel man's unique rank on earth, or even simply, which means, 
are there angels or are there no angels—we have seen a passage to this effect before. 
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And now the difficulty in of course tills £ created has a hi g'n destiny; and look at 
how human beings behave. The order In the whole < *»4 the disorder In things, the 

evil, '.vhere is that, the para which ends...it must be on page 241, the end of the 1st 
para: "Oh, Providence, is this the way in which you rule the world?" 

A: "Merciful God, where is thy Power?" 

S: "what has become of thy Power?" 

A: "X behold...upon it." 

S: So, the question of evil, then, is this. And you see on the other hand, the Vicar 
seems to have provided for that by his problematic admission of the eternity of matter. 
This is the difficulty. Now, in the next para, which we must read again. 

A: "Would you believe it....two distinct principles in it..." 

S: Seep this in mind, the mere verbal expression: "two distinct principles." Yes. 

A: "...one of them raised him...and of true morality..." 

S: "of the morally beautiful." 

A: "...to the regions..-.fy the former principle." 

S: That is all we need. So, we nave seen first that in a way the Vicar admits two 
principles in the whole; and this would seem to lead naturally to the admission of two 
principles in man. And in the light of the previous discussion this would mean the 
two principles are both natural to man. And therefore, since the one is an evil prin¬ 
ciple, it shouldn't be surprising that there is so evil in the human world in 
particular. But here he seems to forget this, as appears in the sequel. Let us read 
the next para. 

A: "Young man, hear me....that there is but one substance." 

S: So, in other words, we understand now the argument a bit better. Unfortunately we 
cannot f in is h it today; time has this strange quality of running, following explana¬ 
tion all with blackboard diag r am ^ / So we have two principles of the universe: let us 
for convenience's sake call them God end devil. Now if there are two principles in 
the whole, there will also be two principles in mam and the one, let us nai i this the 
innate justice, the inn a t e principle of justice, morality; and here is the principle . 
of selfishness, let us say egoism. That is man's nature. This is, of course abso¬ 
lutely heretical compared with the prevalent teaching. And now he does something else, 
he rejoins the common views by the following thing: this is the principle, as it were, 
of the soul; and this is the principle of the body. There are two substances—and this 
was of course, what was taught gen er al l y, that the one God, the sole principle, has 
created two substances, soul »wd body, conscious and matter, or however they were 
c a l l ed. Bo you see? It is a very complex picture. 

A: It goes from hsnicheism to Cartesian.... 
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S: No, that was not...no, in the ordinary form thi« wa the monotheistic doctrine, 
that God has created souls and bodies. 

A: No, he goes from hanicheism. to Cartesianism. 

Ss Yes, you can put it this way, at least as Cartesianisst was ordinarily understood; 
but store generally to a monotheistic doctrine. ’ ~ 

At Does he really c ome out and state that both soul and body are from the a 
source ? That would be crucial. 

S: Well, our reporter, can you answer to. Nicgorski's question, whether he explicitly 
says that God alone created both? I do not remember an explicit statement, but you 
must also not forget he did not explicitly say that there are these two principles: 
he only said maybe there are. But this is of course...he is surely not convinced of 
monotheism—this much is clear—and he indicates that, in other words, he uses the 
du a li s m of God and devil in order not to burden God with the fact of evil—and also 
in a way in order not to burden man with the fact of evil, do you see that? But thar 
he uses these t hing s in order to bring about, via thj« metaphysic dualism of soul 
body, a principle of morality different from selfishness. Now, perhaps I forget now 
about the text for a m om e nt, because we have to finish by the'end, see...do you 
see what the problem is? We must keep this in mind: if there is soul gr| d body 
^b l a c k b oard/ and this is connected with justice, full dedication to the common good 
and this with evil...so, we have two conflicting moral principles. One only is a 
good moral principle; the other is a bad one. But what have we learned about the 
problem of evil even before, before the theological section was started? 

A: self-love—I've forgotten one term—pride, and virtue. 

S: I know that you are on the right track, but you have forgotten something. 

A: Amour-propre is the basis of morality. 

S: Well, ultimately, all passions; all passions go back to sell-love, amour de soi, 
self-preservation. And then there is a certain complication by virtue of which amour 
de soi becomes amour-propre; and there, amour-propre means nothing but a passion con¬ 
stituted by regarding other men. If you are hungry—take a simple case—that is 
strictly in you; no comparison is needed in order to be sure that you are hungry. I 
mean,the others may all be non—hungry, that doesn't do away with your hunger. But 
in other t h i ng s, comparison wita others is essential for constituting the passion 
concerned—that is equally true of pity as of pride. Pity is also, as we have seen 
last t ime , based on comparison with others: I am better off than he, and so I can 
pity him. And now, oity and pride—let us assume pride is bad and pity is good, for 
convenience's s ake ./blackboard/ —so, this stems from the same single root called 
self-preservation. Now, Rousseau admits that pity is not universally good: there is 
a ki n d of foolish pity. But how are you enabled to distinguish between a reasonable 
pily and foo lish pity? Answer: by generalization—you remember that—this passage 
which in many respects sounds so awkward—pity with the nnw^n race in general, and 
only in the light of this universal pity apply your pity in a particular case. In 
other words, you have a strictly monistic derivation of morality from the sole -king 
called amour de soi, self-love, the egoistic principle in itself. In other words, 
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altruism Is a codification, of egoism. I mean, the moral teaching as presented prior 
to the Confession of Faith does not require two principles; and the Vicar presents 
the moral problem as requiring two principles—a principle of vice on the one hand, 
of virtue on the other—and corresponding to the metaphysical dualism of body—merely 
myself—and soul, which can embrace the whole. 

A: Is it fair to say that it's very definite that the moral teaching prior to the 
Confession of Faith i3 based on one principle? The reason I ask this is because if 
you take the Second Discourse , in the Preface Rousseau says that two things that are 
most natural to man are self-preservation and compassion; the two thing s that are .. 
most natural to found natural right—and that 1 s to Tnan and to animals—are self- 
preservation and compassion. And it'a only later in the footnote, which is sort of a 
rewrite, that he puts in this thing about amour-propre gii the passions anchored 
to, coming out of amour de soi. So, the reason that there is ^h-i« conflict of dual¬ 
ism is.... 

[ Si fes', but this is not so...let us now grant it for argument's sake; there is no 
I question as far as the analysis of the passions is concerned,- the Smile is a Tuch 
more elaborate work than the and, according to very general princi¬ 

ples of interpretation, one must say that in case of a conflict of the Second*Pis- 

the Emile. the bails h*a the right of way, because when he wrote the EzdLs 
he knew everything he knew when he wrote the Second Discourse, but the opposite is 
not true, this is clear. So, I think I would say of Rousseau's psychology, the chief 
source is the Ejm^lg, and not any other thing. Of course, one must know the other works 
; too, but here that is what he means. 

A: what would this do to his natural ri gh t teaching, then: the point that bis nat¬ 
ural right teaching rests on two principles, whereas.... 

S: Th is could still be...that is not fundamentally changed compared with the ^gcgjj^ 
because why does he need, these two principles? Because if we had only 
self-preservation, and not pity, we would have no reason to have any consideration of 
[ others. Jki Rightly Now, Rousseau says then—later on—when pity decays with, the 
: decay of’ the state of nature, then there must be another principle taking the olace 
of it. Now, what is that? The general will. But what is the general will? The 
g ener al will is the generalized particulars. To come back to my simple example, the 
particular will is not to pay any tax; then you generalize it and say, no one should 
pay taxes, and then you see that what you will is foolish and abandon it; otherwise 
, you are a fool, but...In other words, rational selfishness makes pity superfluous. 

, Ratio n al selfishness serins a selfishness modified by the fact that we have to live in 
society—a t hing wh ic h even Capone would admit, only he is not logical enough to see 
what it means to be dependent on other people working, and he t-hinira he have the 
cake and eat it; and for some time this works, as we know, but there is no intrinsic 
reasonableness in the project. 

A: But the thin* I'm getting at is that on the basis of this latter statement ar.d 
also that footnote, which I think is very important, couldn't we to back and say that 
even in this first thing that pity really owes its being to self-preservation? 

3: Tea, you can. But it is not as clearly developed, the 'doctrine regarding pity. 

I mean, as stated tnere, it is absolutely untenable, because it M»p.a that the natural 
man, this orangutang, has more feeling of pity than the most civilised man, which is 



Rousseau, 11 


Page 24 


plainly absurd. I mean, Rousseau had to change, gnri already in this writing shortly 
after the on the -Origin of Langaagea. I believe, there he codifies it 

already. And I think here we have his mature statement on this. 

Now, let me just summarize it as this. Here we have two principles in can: 
preferring himself to everything else, mere egoism——end this would seem to go back to 
matter—and the first sentiment of justice, which is innate, would seem to go ha^v to 
. God. Eut now, the th o ug h t takes this turn: ma n is not...no, this would imply also 
that man is of course not responsible for that egoism, because it belongs to his nat¬ 
ural constitution. 1 mean, his natural constitution being maria by the good grid bad 
cosmic principles together. This is, however, not the conclusion which the Savoyard 
Vicar draws. The conclusion which he draws is this: the two principles in 
isones3 and non—selfishness, are understood by him, are traced by m to the two sub¬ 
stances, body and 3oul. And from this it follows that willing, i.e. rational desire, 
i.»-S. virtuous desire, has its root in the soul; «nri passion has its root in the body— 
this is developed in the sequel. And then, of course, the great question arises, if 
the will, as rational desire, is virtuous desire, that maa-ng there cannot be a bad will: 
another difficulty, which he takes up on page 243. 

But forgive me if I just call it a day at this moment—we cannot finish the 
discussion of this very important section anyway today; we will have time next time 
when nr. Nicgorski reads his paper, because there the thoughts are much...you lcaow, 
they are fairly simple, and so I hope...no, in the meeting afterward we have a very 
brcef assi gnment , so let us say by the end of next Tuesday we will have caught 
again. 
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' S: .. .First Z want to thank you and Mr. Boyan for giving me these excerpts from the 
encyclopedias which show that what I said last time about deism is correct. I mean, 
soma frills are there, but the main point is this: deism means the recognition of a 
thinking and willing god as the cause of the universe, knowable by the unassisted 
human reason, and the rejection of revealed religion on this basis. This, I think, is 
the key point. 

Now, let me return. First, the externals. You have been misguided by our M.A. 
by speaking of Sophroniake. The father of Socrates was called Sophroniskos. Now, in 
French, of course,, it is Sophronisque, and she didn't know that. Another reason for 
whipping her. 

The second point is minor, very trivial: the formula was cuius religio eiua 
religio, and it was, as far as I remember, much earlier than the Peace of Westphalia: 
in the Peace of Augsburg, 1555, or so. ’Well, that is trivial. 

Now, let us turn to the more serious matters. You have made many excellent 
remarks, but one point...you said Emile must accept some positive religion, that i3 
your impression? JJqzJ 1 just wanted to make sure; we have to take this up later. 

1 have to bring up a few of the paints you made, because we may not be able 
today to come to a discussion of your assignment, because we have such a leftover of 
'last time. Regarding the geographic boundaries of religion as an objection to revela* 
tion as universal revelation; nave you heard of that before? Mr. Muller, you seem to 
'know something of that. 

A: I was th-iwiHwg of Pascal. 

i S: No, he didn't refer to that. No: Montesquieu . in his Spirit of the Laws, when he 
speaks of Christianity limited to the Western world, and Islam to a more Eastern world 
| you know, that there are natural obstacles to the spread of any religion, and you will 

find even when you go back, you will find the same thought, for example, alluded to at 

any rate, in trailin g of Padua' s Defender of the Peace; that is an old story. One 
can say, I believe, that the notion of a universal society is of revealed religious 
origin, and not of philosophic origin. I think the philosophers always assumed that 
there can only be particular societies. I studied it somewhere in the Islamic Middle 
Ages, where this was quite discussed, and this is the conclusion I reached. Hr. Nandi 
will know much more about this than I do. 

Then you said something about the anthropomorphic god, anthropomorphistic god, 
as essential to revealed religion. 

A: I didn't myself say that it was essential to revealed i eligion, but just indicated it 

- was one of the main arguments in this book by the 7icar and Rousseau, but not 

They seem to say if it is essential. 

] S: Yes, it occurred to me when reading the Emile this time that when Rousseau speaks 
; of l'hommo de la nature in opposition to l'homme de l'homme—man of nature, san of gen 
1 that this had something to do with that. The natural versus the « a n as understood 
iin the light of an a nthr opcmorphiatically conceived god. This I nay mention in passing 
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Sow, the points you made regarding the unsatisfactory character of the-Vicar's 
argument. Of course, in fairness to Rousseau, one would have to compare the thesis of 
Christianity, and especially of Catholic Christianity, as stated by the Vicar, to com¬ 
pare with how the contemporary Catholic polemicists, like the archbishop of Paris, 

. stated it. I mean, as far as I remember, the Archbishop of Paris did not object to 
the ordi nar y understanding of so salvation outside of the church. I mean, one would 
have to study that. 

But these are all minor points. I come now to a more important point, end that 
is the issue of Protestantism ana Catholicism. How did Rousseau understand Protestant¬ 
ism? I think that appears rather clearly from the 

which is addressed to the Genevans; and the view of Protestantism is the one which I 
think we all learned in school—because X went to a school in a Protestant country— 
which is, the big thing which the Reformation made was the emancipation of the indi¬ 
vidual judgmen t , universal priesthood. That means that everyone has as much right to 
interpret the Bible as everyone else; there is no ecclesiastical authority proper, do, 
still here in Protestantism this was, of course—in Luther and Calvin —to say the least 
‘-bound up with the belief in the divine character of the Biblical text, And then there 
came this development, once you grant the principle of the individual, each Christian 
is as good a judge as everyone else, then the other questions came up; for example, 

; the text: is the text reliable? You know, the variant readings and all the other 
th i ng s, v.ell, everyone can judge it. And what remained then? The Butch had a proverb, 
; ken ketter. sonder letter, no heretic without a letter—of the church. And finally it 
became simply that Protestantism proper changed into simple rationalism: everyone is 
a judge by virtue of his natural reason, and whether he accepts the Eible or no.t de¬ 
pends again on the outcome of his reasoning—you Imow, whether the ordinary proofs, 
like miracles, reliable tradition and so on, hold up or not. This is a view which 
Rousseau takes for granted; in other words, not...it is surely not the Protestantism of 
fiaTv'n*s Institute. It has been watered down very much—I mean a large part of Prot¬ 
estantism at that time was, of course, rationalistic,more or less. But the key taint, 

I believe, is this—that will appear when we look forward: Rousseau was in a way 
surely a democrat. Now, democracy requiring, meaning equality, and in a way, as is 
indicated by the equality of the vote, equality of judgment, the right of judgment. 

In the strictly secula r doctrine, it is very clear; when you take Hobbes : everyone is 
as entitled to pass judgment on the means to big self-preservation as everyone else, 
toe fool as well as the prudent man. Now, if thia is formally the principle of democ- 
reacy this would apply of course to all other matters, all natters of public import, 
let me say—I mean, no one would say it regarding shoe-making or physics—but all mat¬ 
ters of public import. Now, religion is obviously a matter of public import, and there- 
rore there c ann ot be any religious authorities; therefore the primarily anti-Catholic 
implication, naturally, because of the existence of the magisterial. The Protestant 
ecclesiastical authorities—at least on the continental forms of Protestants, Luthsr- 
ism and C alvini sm—you know, these were strictly speaking ecclesiastical authorities: 
the synods, and whatever they had. And th-iq is, of course, a question alive up to the 
present day in this country, the question, is democracy compatible with any authority 
not derivative from the people. Religious authority by definition is not derivative 
from the people. Thi3 is, I think, a point which one must keep in mind here. 

You made a point wh ich is connected with that, that natural religion creates 
the same problem eventually as revealed religion, if I understood you correctly—and I 
understood you to mean that because not all men will be convinced by natural religion, 
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and let us take the clearest case, atleiutsi- do not atheists have 'the same right as 
the followers of the Vicar? So, in other words, while the Vicar will be willi n g to 
tolerate all people who make additions to natural religion—Catholics, Protestants, 
Jews, or whatever it oay be—oust he not also tolerate people who make subtractions 
from it? Is this not the question you meant? And then you arrived at the view which 
is now, of course, very common: that political society has no right whatever regard¬ 
ing religious matters, no right whatever; and separation of Church and State in the 
most strict construction would be the consequence. This is true, but Rousseau would 
of course say this: natural religion is so much an evident necessity for civil soci¬ 
ety, that what is true of revealed religion is not true of natural religion. You can 
have a decent society of deists as well as of Christians, and, he would say, even 
more than of Christians; but you cannot have a decent society of atheists, and there¬ 
fore civil society is entitled and even obliged to establish a civil religion; which 
is exactly what he says in the famous last chapter of the Social Contract on civil 
religion. Do you agree to that? 

A: Yes; and there is another point, that natural religion can itself have universal- 
istic...car itself be universalistic, and can consequently create the same problems 
for political society that Christianity does. 

' S: Oh, yes; that is what he discusses most emphatically in a passage in the 
! from the Mountain. where he speaks of the opposition between humanity and patriotism; 
do you mean that? That is' true, that is quite correct; we have not considered that. 

A: So that this is one of the things that disturbs him most about Catholicism in 
Prance, and likewise, this natural raligion is somewhat subject to that. 

S: No, that is not merely the question of Catholicism, but the question of Christian¬ 
ity in anv interpretation; because clearly the morality of the New Testament is meant 
to be a universal morality. I mean, there are many things, and therefore the argument 
; of the last chapter on civil religion in the Social Contract is roughly this: the 
; right kind of thing is to have a particular religion, each society, each polis having 
‘ its own religion—so, the dearcut differences, you know, when you go to another city. 

: you worship other gods—so, religion and patriotism are identical, and that is the 

■ closest social form possible; but thia, he says, leads to cruelty, because there is 
no bond whatever between members of different cities. So you take a universal religion, 
Christianity: humanitarian, and not essentially warlike, bloody, sanguine; out then, 
Rousseau says, this weakens patriotism, you know, because the bond, the extra-politica 
bond, the trans-political bond, is at least as strong as the political bond, and with 
soma hemming and hawing he arrives at the conclusion there must be something which 

■ is.... Yes, in addition, of course, also dualism of powers he mentions here: if 
there are two...under Christian conditions you get a distinction in one way or another, 
a distinction between powers temporal and powers spiritual, end this weakens the sov¬ 
ereignty of the body politic. And therefore the final solution is then what he calls 
civil religion, which is in substance that what we have in the Protestant Vicar. But 
the question of the conflict between patriotism and humanism, human 1 tariartism, is net 
discussed then any more there. That remains. And therefore the ambiguity in Rousseau 
on the one hand he sees a solution in a kind of league of nations, so that the sover¬ 
eign states are become members of one universal society, so the patriotism is no longer 
warlike: the present day solution, at least in the opinion of some men, you know? 
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I And the alternative, however, is a very warlike nationalism. Both pacifism—if we can 
I roil that pacifism, meaning an international organisation comprising all states—and 
; the alternative, a very tough nationalism, both are considered theoretically on an 
' equal level by Rousseau. 

A: But doesn't he really come down on the side of nationalism? I mean, he talks 
about universal man and the universal religion, but always sort of leading to.... 

S: Yes, and especially given the possibilities at the time. Sure, I mean both.... 

But simply taken as a theoretical case, one can say that both the United Nations 
people and the anti-Qnited Nations people can equally find a source in Rousseau. This 
is the least I wanted tc say. 

Now, you spoke then of the context, and you stated very well: the i mm e d i ate 
context is the question of how to control the sexual passions; and the religion • 
preached by the Vicar is meant to be the instrument for that—and Rousseau meant this 
seriously, I have no doubt about that. But as you are surely aware of, this does not 
imply that the Profession of Faith is true . I mean, something may be conducive to a 
pedagogic political purpose without being true, obviously. Are you aware of that? 

A: 1‘ihen Rousseau was going through that first fable on the fox and the crow, he said 
something similar to what he says at the end of the Profession: he said—at one 
point—this is the way to show your student how to reason, at one point in discussing 
the fable; and then of course at the end of the Profession he says, this is the way to 
show Emile how to reason about religious matters. Except, the one difference is that 
in the fable he ^ the student raoVo judgments, at least ostensibly at the end of 
the Profession, he has Emile make no judgment? he doesn't try to lead him to a judg¬ 
ment as he does within the fable. I wasn't able to make anything of that, but the 
parallel language was very interesting. 

S: Yes, now, perhaps X can answer—X do not quite kiow whether X quite understood 
what you said—by taking up the question, to which you also referred, of the broader 
context; I waan, not the immediate context of sex, but the broader context of the 
| whole book. Now, this broad context, as you remember, is ^blackboard/—they are 
extremely stingy with v here—you remember at the beginning, he stated the problem 
; in the form of an insoluble difficulty: and the citizen* This is what Plato did 

■in the Re-oublic. to show how the citizen , and what Lycurgus did in prac¬ 

tice, in Sparta: absolute subordination of the individual to the political society. 

the alternative is the education of man, as a non-political and strictly speaking 
a non-social being; this is what he is going to do in the Emile . And he asserts 
that they cannot possibly be combined, I believe he means that. But a certain 
combination is possible, and that is shown in the Emile : Emile, after all—we have 
seen this before—is meant to become a leader in a republican society, that we have 
seen. So, in other words, this man educated for an apolitical life is to fulfil polit¬ 
ical functions. 

Now, it is in this connection, it seems to me, that the Profession of Faith is 
| crucially important. 'Fh** Profession of Faith, precisely as a political or civil reli- ■ 
gion, serves the purpose of bridging the gulf between man and the citizen, between the 
i individual aT ^ society. The individual as individual is concerned exclusively with 
! h-‘g own well—being—on the highest level, maybe, on the level of the perfectly virtuous 
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nsa—but only for the soke of his perfection, and only accidentally as far as it af¬ 
fects others. Now, that man should prefer the common good to his own good requires a 
radical change in man, what Rousseau c a lls, In an extrema statement, that a»m mis t be 

denatured, denature, in order to become a citizen, how, how is this denaturation_ho\ 

would one translate this into E nglish ? /A: Denaturalization^ Really? How does one, 
use it in chemistry? Denatured? All right. Now, we have a statement by Rousseau 
about that in the Social Contract, the chapter on the legislator: the legislator is 
a man—you know, the great legislator—is a man who transforms men cut of man -i-ntn 
citizens; and he does it by using the gods: that the common good is hi gnan than the 
private good becomes convincing only on the basis of belief in gods. Jn£ gods will 
do, as the legislator chapter implies, but there are differences; and the politic 
choice, prudent choice, Rousseau prefers from that point of view the monotheism of the 
Savoyard vicar. /Blackboard^/ Hare the bridge is made' by the Profession of Faith; 
but here is where the difficulty comes in: who is Smile? what of a fellow is 
he? Rousseau has repeatedly said that. 


A: An ordinary man. 


S: Un homme vulgaire, an ordinary man. So, this solution, this reconciliation is pos¬ 
sible only for men not from the top drawer. For the men from the top drawer, the an¬ 
tagonism remains; and that m ean s the solitary dreamer—Rousseau, as he presents him¬ 
self in the pYVI, " a nnTr ftnltlrn^TT remains...he is not a citizen; he is ' 

a man. I mea n , legally he is a citizen, but he is in the deepest sense not...a man. 
There is a remark—X don’t know whether I remember that—he calls himself a useless 
citizen; he admits that he was a useless citizen. But -a useless citizen is, from the 
point of view of the city, a scou n d r el, as he says. So, in other words, from a pclit— 
view, from a citizen's point of view, Rousseau admits to be a very question¬ 
able fellow. But he den±es__the ultimacy of the political evaluation, he would 
probably argue as follows /b la c kb oard /• only this solitary dreamer, who is eccentric 
to political society—solitary—is the only man able to give the best advice to polit¬ 
ical society. So he is in a way a benefactor of mankind, he claims to be; but he i 3 
, it by virtue of not being strictly speaking a citizen. 

j i'iow, when one uses these extreme terms used by Rousseau, one cannot recognise 

I well-known phenomena so e a s i ly, but what he has in mind is something with which we 1 
l have become familiar. X do not know whether the right words occur to ms now. I mean, 

I liberal democracy as it developed after Rousseau has incorporated much of Rousseau, 
but also has deviated in many respects; and the ordinary view today is of course that 
there is no fundamental conflict between the individual and the citizen, no conflict. 
There is perfect freedom of speech, as they say — any thing can be Breached by anybody— 
and a civil religion or any other thing of this kind is impossible". Not even agree¬ 
ment regarding iundamentals is required according to the tough liberal doctrine—you 

Jmow, that was an older for m u l a: you must have agreement regarding fundamentals_they 

say no, you need only agreement regardi ng procedures—have you not heard that view?— 
.agreement regarding procedures, that you will elect a government every four years, and 
this kind of tiling, and wiiat comes out of it, we accept anything which comes out of 
•that m ill; you have heard that. Now, this seems to be a complete solution of the 
political problem and all the difficulties which Rousseau sensed; all the contradic¬ 
tions which he sensed have disappeared. But even...there is still something in that 
society which r e minds of the problem, and this is somehow.... There is a certain 
group of man in that society, which are in a way at the top, and in another way very 
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I mar ginal . I don't mean intellectuals,' t h is is much too general, because according to 
: “C underst an d in g of the term, every cleric in a factory or in an administration build- 
! ing is an intellectual because he lives from reading and writing, doesn't he? That is, 

■ — t hin k, what they mean by an intellectual, and so that is wu ch too general; let 
; us therefore speak of the artist, ‘idhat is the artist? According to one very well 
j iaaown definition, he is the critic of society, the conscience of society. Think- 0 f 
what people say about Steinbeck, and the Death of a Salesman— 4 4iii gy ? I haven't read 
it; I read about these t h i ng s only in the Sun Times edition, but I believe.. .occasion¬ 
ally I ask people who did read these things and they tell me that I understood them 
' correctly, so 1 have never a need for reading these books themselves. So, in one 
way these men are being the co n science of society—which is in a way much more than 
, the President—a nd in another way they are really marginal; this is, I think, a reflec¬ 
tion in liberal society.... Or think of a figure i j ki * Bertrand Russell, who sends 
telegrams to IQarushchev and Kennedy; in one way an extremely i^g— gingi man-well, as he 
nims elf would be the first to admit; non—conformist.... Oh, yes, liberal democracy 
as we have it now believes that it is perfectly possible to integrate the non¬ 
conformist into a fundamentally conformist society—because every society is to some 
extent conformist, that is the point. Rousseau saw it is not possible: genuine non— 
conformism cannot be integrated into society, which is such is to some degree surely 
I conformist. vJe believe it is possible to eat the caka and have it: to have the neces— 

I sazy cohesion, and yet to have, so to speak, an infinitely open way of non-conformism, 
i Rousseau saw a difficulty here; very simply stated: society requires agreement regard¬ 
ing fu nd g.m e nt a 1s; but these fundamentals are not necessarily true 3ust. There 
.must therefore be people who can question them, and therefore, therewith improve 
^society. There is no possible solution. I mean, if you say there is a First Amend- 
i ment guaranteeing open ex ami n ation of the fundamental agreement, then everyone will do 
•! it-—do you 3ee that?—and this is impossible. But an the other you cannot say, 
you cannot have a law, only men of the first order may engage in that criticism, be— 
cause that is not a legal expression: how will the adm iistrators pick these men? 

So then that would lead to a highly absurd precedurs; they would have to wait two or 
rhree generations after the death of these men before they can iciow wh-i ch men should 
.have this special standing. Did I make it clear what the issue is? In other words, 

I emp h asize this point for one reason: we always...I think the deepest human vice—for 
all practical purposes—is to believe that you can eat the c ak * and have it. And nat— 

1 urally our society today believes as much in this possibility as any other society. 

( But men li k e Rousseau are useful, whatever the truth of their particular asser¬ 

tions is, because they remind us of the hard edges which cannot be...and this, it seems 
to me, is the fundame n tal problem as Rousseau saw it, that there must be social author¬ 
ity wh ic h cannot be legally linn*ted, and yet men, the human race, would perish if there 
/were no way of criticizing it. There is no legal solution for the problem 
i in d i cated; and therefore, I mean, it is, how impossible a legal situation is indicated 
by the illegality committed in that book. hr. Schrock. 

Ai The c h a r acteristic of the solitary dreamer, or Rousseau, is not so much reason as 
it is e x a lted feeling, or sentiment, is it? Or the artist as critic is revolted; his 
amotions are involved. The reason that I mention this is that in the 
he mentions a similar function performed by men of reason strictly— Bacon . Descartes, 
and Newton—as standing off, or perhaps standing in the court of kings—I dcn"'~t - knov— 
and advising or critici z i ng . But they are men of reason. In other words, he seems 
to have departed from.... 
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S- Yes. but then the question comes up which we have discussed last time: can you 
identify Rousseau with the Savoyard Vicar, do you see? I mean, the theology 
Savoyard Vicar is based, say, more on sentiment than on reason, 

with the view that a doctrine of this nature can be baaed on sentiment as da. 3 tingu.s~ec 
££ SLSr SltLrSoSs! is the sentiment basis of the doctrine not a consequence 
of the fact that the doctrine is exposed to insoluble object ion s. 

A: I wasn't •HrSriiHwg so much of identifying, or.... 

S' Yes, but the questions are inseparable. I mean, before you say you have to corrac 
Rousseau 1 s views stated earlier because the Savoyard Vicar says this and this, you ha 
to know whether Rousseau is identical with the Savoyard Vicar. 

A* X was • fr’h-i nv-in-T more of the EgsgE^iA* this 

peak. You have, the Profession of Faith is the way of bringing together the man and 
the citizen; but you have as the supplement to Emile—perhaps who would adopt ^ Pro¬ 
fession of Faith—would be the solitary walker, or the visionary artis- ^utthis 
visionary artist, the man of heart, is entirely different, I think, from Bacon and 

Rescartes. 

■ S: Oh, there is no question. But the point is this—now how can I state it In the 
most simple way? In the Reveries. this later work, Rousseau reasserts—asse-ts e an 
much more clearly than in the Emile- that he is substantially in agree-j^witnuhe 
Savoyard Vicar: he says this first. Then you find a long discussion wnetiaer one is 
obliged to say the truth—a long discussion comes afterward. And the so« 

> nuat say the truth in every useful matter—in every useful matter. So, in otU, woras, 
if yoHay the truth about how many pebbles there are in a s^eam, ix acc 

« that, that's not lying. Good. So, it most be useful. But this means, °x =ou_se, 
Rousseau does not say here, but it is implied: what about dangerous trut~. 

\ if the duty of veracity applies onj£ to useful truth, then there is a moral obl-saxic 
i to conceal dangerous truth. And then the argument goes on, and where are certain ; 
i ooints where the contradiction between the Savoyard Vicar's doctrine and wnat Rousseau 
says become quite manifest—we will come to these passages; we have now to retu.~ to 
l the context. Mr Boyan and then Mr. Morrison. 

A: I am sorry, but when you went on to this discussion of the conflict, the issue^b— 
tween Rousseau and tne liberal democrats, I didn’t grasp it, this business of e ; 
the having it, too, and so forth. 

: S: Well, the question is this: today, I mean if you take the extreme liberal u-ne, 

; they say democracy is compatible with unqualified freedom ox expression, and even de 
mends it-you know, they go very far in this respect, even when obscene ^.atur ... 
it becomes a very doubtful thing whether you can do anything against it. Very well. 

But then you must say, still...of course, they admit the ngnt of Communis- or r-scj , 
propaganda as a natter of course, as you know. And then some people wno nave cecc-e 
alerted about the difficulties, people who were very liberal oripnaJLy, like Sid~e. 
Hook, said heresy, yes; conspiracy, no. How, this is a nice formula, useful 
purposes, but of course not sufficient, because the line cannot so easily be drawn, 
because heresy may very well be long-range conspiracy. And then the problem cc-es ^ 
down, what is the difference between long-range and short-range conspiracy; w..are w 
you draw the line there, because the long-range in critical times may become very 
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"i short-range overnight. So, these are very difficult things. But more generally stated, 
the American society stands and falls by the agreement of the large majority as to the 
preferability of liberal democracy to any other regime. If, say, 5C$ of the 
; people were not convinced of that, this regime would be very weak and...look at Prance. 
So that is dear. So, without such an agreement—not of every individual, but of the 
aaior cars, maior sive melia oars, of the larger or perhaps the better part of society- 
no regime can last. Now, this requires some actions of defense, whatever the ADA may 
say about it; difficulties arise sooner or later which maWo it necessary. Now, Rous¬ 
seau has t h oug h t that through. He said, yes, this is not something —ust be 

gru dging ly admitted—you know, and acted upon in an. extreme situation—this must be 
openly admitted, that a regime must defend itself. And that requires certain educa¬ 
tion, I. mean for example, pledging loyalty to the flag in school, and all Q f 

thing; that is of course part of that education—I don't know whether people who study 
socialization go into this kind of question, but that would really be the 
question of political socialization: c hi ldren are brou gh t up to become convinced of 
the preferability of liberal democracy. Now, but if this is so, if every regime rests 
on dedication to definite principles and these principles must be defended, this im¬ 
plies at least potent ially a limitation of freedom of speech—I mean, whether you do 
it onl£ when civil war is around the corner, or whether"you do it in time, that is a 
matter of political prudence or imprudence, that is clear. 

Now, I make another point: no regime which ever existed amnwg mon ±3 truly 
■ simply perfect; and therefore it is necessary that there should be some men in that 
society who would be aware of these defects, and would in a judicious way—in a .judi¬ 
cious way—wait for opportunities of safe change for the better. But all individual 
actions are based on some coherent thought—that is what is meant by -political philos¬ 
ophy—and therefore, in other words, there is a need for gwn 1-i Vp Rousseau. But on 
the other hand , since nis statement about the best regime, let me say, is necessarily 
at one point or the other at variance with the established order, he is an a way a 
'dangerous man. Now, the present-day view is that these men, the conscience of the free 
society, the salt of the earth, or however they may call themselves, they are not re¬ 
garded as dangerous men, but as...you know, look at, think only of Bertrand Russell. 

In other words, there is a certain blindness to the very gravity of the political ques¬ 
tions implied. Now, hr. Morrison, I hope...will you continue that? 

A: Yes, it's on the same topic . I was thinking 0 f the 

other party, as you migh t say—i forget the exact term: it is something like party of 
self-criticism in the Soviet Union—but they have tried 

to institutionalize this, because they can't allow it to go...they have tried to insti¬ 
tutionalize it, and this produces some very interesting things. The problem shows it¬ 
self up there by the fact that they tie themselves up in knots in trying to.... 

•j S: Yes, there it is oovicus, because there they frankly deny any freedom of speech; 
they do not even deny /sic/ that minimum of freedom of speech without which free soci¬ 
ety is impossible—namely, criticism, public cri-icisa, say in the press or in other 
thing s, of the present government personnel, of a gross miscarriage of justice, and 
all this kind of thing—you knew, this is, after all, a kind of freedom which is not 
only innocent, but also indispensable. I mean, they go to the other extreme—you know 
1 this fantastic thing, that it is absolutely impossible, even in the universities there, 
to discuss seriously the principles of marxism. You cannot even read Trotsky there, 
who after all was, as I understand, a Marxist. 
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A: The interesting thing is that I understand that his name does not appear in the 
history books in the schools. 

S: las, sure. I mean, this is such an outrageous thing, and beautifully illustrated 
by the fact that their chief newspaper is called Pravda. which I hear means truth. 

One can't taka that seriously for one moment, except because they are heavily armed. 

I mean, one can take them seriously as one must taka gangsters very seriously. 

A: But the particularly interesting point is that they do have a thing now—there is 
one of these technical terms for it—which is self-criticism; and they pay terrific 
attention to it because they realize the need for this. 

S: Tea, but what does this mean? That in a given factory, soma intelligent plumber 
can say in an assembly of plumbers, assembly of engineers, frr. Engineer, you come from 
a university, and you are not very practical; you can do the same thing by just this 
little switch—that is self-criticism. Or it may also apply to some minor economic 
measures which are not too...but if someone would seriously suggest that the whole 
policy regarding agriculture is fundamentally wrong, I believe this would not be any 
longer regarded as legitimate self-criticism. However this may be, self-criticism 
means of course only criticism of particular measures; it does not mean criticism of 
fundamental, dangerous defects of the regime. First, Kr. Buttarworth. 

A: It's still basically the same question, from another point of view: when you made 
jour schema on the blackboard, and you spoke of Rousseau insofar as he is the solitary 
walker, and this question about him being useless; 1 think that it is interesting to 
note that in this one passage in the Reveries when he mentions this, he said that it 
was the others who kept him being useless, kept him from being useful.... 

S: Ho, no; he says, the final statement is that he was always a useless citizen. Oh, 

1 see; I remember now what you say: Rousseau, as quite a few men before him, presented 
his defect from the political point of view as compulsory. In other words, he wanted 
to be just a nice watchmaker, or something, a citizen engineer, and then only he sees 
bad men prevented him from it. But this.... 

A: So, this isn't what I meant. It seems...maybe my understanding is defecxive, but 
the way I understood it is that in so far as he is useless, it is in that he's a phi¬ 
losopher or critic of society. But it seems that he's saying that it's only because 
Les Philosophes, that coterie, kept him from being useful that he was useless. In 
other words, if he had not been criticized he would have been useful; and I wonder 
what that means. 

3: I cannot...I simply do not know the Reveries . A: It's Number 6. 

S: Ho, I can only say—assert, and you don't have to believe ma—that I think that he 
really...the solitary dreamer is not merely accidentally a bad citizen, or an unsatis¬ 
factory citizen, but essentially; because the center of his being is his private life, 
sentiment of existence . But this eccentricity enables him, acci¬ 

dentally, but as a necessary accident—to become the conscience of a society, to be 
the teacher of legislators. 

A: But if he were able to effect his teachings, wouldn't he then be in a superlative 
sense a most useful citizen? 
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S: Yes, but not merely citizen, because this applies to all states, you see; it tran¬ 
scends the individual nolis, too. «ie must go back; two more, then we are finished. 

A: I would just like to go back...in other words, if I understood you correctly, this 
pro clem that you mentioned is a kind of dilemma of democracy; «nri what you're saying 
is that modem liberal theory doesn't recognize it as a dilemma, whereas Rousseau 
does. 


S: Yes, you can put it this way; but it is not only liberal democracy. But there it 
is particularly blurred, because the older regimes generally were restrictive, and 
there existed some equivalent of that; but in liberal democracy, especially according 
to the liberal interpretation, no holds barred: every speech, except crying "Firel" 
in a crowded theater, is permitted. You know; I exaggerate it a bit. 

A: irihat is Rousseau's position on free speech limitation by government? 

S: Read the chapter on "Civil Religion." I mean, there must be an established reli-- 
gion; an established religion, and everyone who doesn't subscribe cannot become a cit¬ 
izen; and if-he subscribes to it and acts against that creed, a capital crime. By the 
way, that had some practical consequences: in the French Revolution they had a kind 
of worship of Reason, with a capital R, which was one way of putting into practice 
Rousseau's civil religion. 

So now, let us return then to the argument. Ve have discussed last time the 
natural theology of the Savoyard Vicar; I remind you of the key point. Two princi¬ 
ples: God and matter, let us call them; this means, of course, that every being- 
in particular, man—is the product of both God and matter. Plan cannot be by nature 
simply good, because that non-good principle, matter, enters into his constitution. 

On the other hand, there is no need for explaining evil any further, because there is 
an evil principle, matter, there—end especially there is no basis for asserting orig¬ 
inal sin, this is the point. 

Row, the Savoyard Vicar goes on then as follows /blackboard/: first, he has 
God and matter; and then ve go down to the good will in man—let us call it goodness- 
end this is badness; and that mwans in practice altruism versus egoism. And this Kaa 
to do with the fact that there are two substances in man, soul a nd body. So, there is 
a consistent dualism, going up from man's actions—soul a nd body—to God and sacter. 
This is clear. How, the difficulty is very simply this: prior to the introduction of 
theology, Rousseau had shown that goodness, or virtue, is a modification of self-love, 
cr amour-propre; that is to say, he doesn't need an independent principle; he doesn't 
need two principles. Therefore, this, I think, is—for me, at any rate—sufficient 
proof of the fact that Rousseau did hot himself accept this doctrine. But let us pro¬ 
ceed. On page 243, para 2. 

i 

A: "I am only aware....Beyond that, I understand nothing.” 

S: Yes—but what is the point? how, what he has said before can be stated as follows: 
soul and body, the two substances. And the passions belong to the 3 ide of the body— 
and the passions means, of course, also self—preservation—mere desiring belongs to 
the body, infilling belongs to the soul, because willing is rational desire, i.e. vir¬ 
tuous desire. The implication: can there be a bad will? If will is by definition 
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rational desire, as everyone adciits it, but at the same time also virtuous desire, there 
cannot be a bad will. Share can be desires coming up against the will; but there can¬ 
not be a bad will. This is, I t h i nk , the passage of which he speaks here, you know: 
"Beyond that, I understand nothing," namely, I understand not what a bad will could 
mean. Good will, one would expect, however, has to do with right judgment; and bad 
will with false judgment. Let us turn to page 250, para 2, beginning. 

A: "The morality of our actions..." 

S: "All morality of our actions." 

A: "...consists entirely...with regard to them." 

S: Let us stop here. So, clearly, there can be false judgment as well as right judg¬ 
ment; that would simply be the answer. But what is the cause of judgment, espe— 

( eially false judgment? Hot, among other things, the conditions of the body. Rousseau 
I has written on this subject in a work which he has then not finished, and which is 
apparently lost, The haterialism Of the Sftgfti how various things like illness, c l i m a te, 
( and so on, affect our judgment. The difficulty is evaded in the sequel, as you can see 
on page 245, para 4: "The principle of evexy action..." 

A: "The motive power of all action....I need not enumerate them." 

S: In Other words, the way out which he finds is that man i3 free, so that there is 
ultimately no expl ana tion possible of why a man in a given situation chooses his. free¬ 
dom badly or well, wan is free and hence animated by an immaterial substance. That 
means the origin of evil is in man, God only permitting it, as he states at the bottom 
of page 243 * why does God permit it? Read perhaps the sentence there on tne bottom of 
page 243- 

A: "Providence bias made him free....affecting the system of the world...." 

S: Now, a bit before that: "Providence does not wish the evil that does when he 
abuses the liberty which Providence gives him; but Providence does not prevent him from 
doing that evil, either because on the part of such a week being this evil is nul in 
his eyes, or because he can't prevent it without limiting the liberty of that being," 
and so on. How, the first point I would state as follows: God permits evil perhaps 
because evil is so trivial in his eyes. Now he goes on to speak of the origin of moral 
evil: it is in man. On page 244, para 2* 

A: "It is the abuse of our powers....vices which have made us liable to them." 

S: Let us stop here, iioral evil is' in a way the origin of physical evil; because with¬ 
out our vices, physical evil would not be sensible to us. Man in hia primitive simplic¬ 
ity suffered barely any evils; so if we are so sensitive to evils, that's our fault. 
Well, of course man in his primitive condition was not sensible to evil because he was 
a stupid animal, we know; and wnat did ha care when ha had generated cnildren and they 
died, and the wife he had met somewhere in the forest died; he was simply stupid. Now, 
on page 244, bottom. 

A: "0 Man! seek no further... .only in the mind of those who experience it..." 
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S: "in the sentiment of the being which suffers." 

A: "...only in the sentiment of those who suffer it; and this sentiment is 

not the gift....and all is well." 

S: So, in other words, return to primitive simplicity is the solution to the problem 
of evil. Sow, that this is not in any way adequate from the point of view here stated 
is clear, because it is simply contradictory, what he says; because he had suggested— 
admittedly only suggested, not asserted—that there are two principles, God and matter; 
end therefore the author of evil, simply, cannot be merely man. He has forgotten that 
here, do, in other words, when he comes to the moral problem he, as It were, forgets 
this fun d amental dualism; and he continues that in the sequel, when you turn to page 
245 in the 2nd para. 

A: "Where all is well.... innate in all sentient beings.” 

END 0? TAPE SIDE ODE. 

S: ...power, which would seem to be distinguished, somehow, with difficulty, from 
omnipotence. But he does not use here the term omnipotence yet; because he cannot 
speak of omnipotence because of the dualism of principles, God and matter. Omnipotence 
alone, we can say, would lead to unqualified goodness of creation, and therefore orig¬ 
inal man. But if. there are two principles there cannot be unqualified goodness of the 
world, and of man in his original state. Differently stated, a non-omnipotent being 
cannot be simply good, but it can at most pursue its good only with the least harm to 
others. In the next para...veil, we cannot read it. God owes happiness to the just— 
you see now, we turn around; since God is now declared to be omnipotent, and therefore 
perfectly good and capable of being perfectly just, he owes happiness to the just. 

This is really...you see, if there is another power called matter, then the unhappiness 
of the just may very well be due to the limited power of God, who wishes to be just but 
cannot do it because of the resistence of matter. But if God is omnipotent, he can be 
just and his... the conflict between Providence and the power of evil must be faced. 

God owes happiness to the just; but look at the prosperity of the wicked. The solution: 
immortality, just dispensation after death. Immortality is theoretically possible, 
because of the duality of the substances, and morally necessary. And this is pursued 
in the sequel; if you turn to page 246, para 2; "But what is that life after death?" 

A: "Is the soul of man in its nature immortal?” 

S: You see, this was a question long discussed in former times: is ijsnortality natural 
to the soul, or is the soul immortal only by virtue of divine premise? And so th-ia is 
the question to which he refers. 

A: "I know not....eternity eludes my grasp.” 

S: "'..hat is called infinite escapes me." Really, why she makes these absolutely friv¬ 
olous c hang es is...it seems to be the most common vice among translators that they just 
want to vary expressions to show their own creativeness, I believe they call it. You 
see how bad creativity can be. Now, go on. 

A: "What can I assert....for the maintenance of order..." 
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S: "sufficiently far the maintenance of order*" 

a: But what does that mean; "sufficiently for the maintenance of civil order"? 

S: No, go on; let us first read it. 

A: "...who knows if this is enough to make it eternal?" 

S: "Whether it is sufficient for enduring always." Yes* 

A: "However, I know that...similar destruction of the conscious nature..." 

S: Because of its simplicity, and therefore indissolubility. Tes. 

A: "...and as I cannot imagine....fear to accept it?" 

S: "to surrender to it." So now, there is no certainty regarding immortality; that is 
only a comforting and plausible assumption. In the preceding para—we cannot read all 
of this—he has indicated the unity of body and soul is unnatural: "Si nc e they are of 
so different natures,” he says, "they were, through the union, in a violent state," i.e^ 
in an unnatural state; "and when this union ceases, they render both into their natural 
state." So, the un-inn of body and soul, what we call life, is unnatural. The conse¬ 
quence is a most extreme otherworldliness, frtanichean type; and this is taught by Rous¬ 
seau, of all people. Radical otherworldliness, we may say, has the same status as the 
return to the stupid animals. In other words, it is a ^ nri of provisional suggestion 
of . Let me read to you something from the Pfef&ca de Narcisse. an early 

writing of Rousseau, after the Sacond Discourse . There we find the statement: 

"A strange and disastrous combination, where wealth, the accum u lated 
wealth, always facilitates the means to accumulate still more, greater 
wealth; and where it is impossible to him who owns nothing to acquire 
anything; where the good man has no means to leave his misery; where 
the greatest scoundrels are most honored; and where one must necessar¬ 
ily abandon virtue in order to become a decent man," meaning a respected 
man. "I know that the declaimers have said all these thi n gs a hundred 
times"—now, the declaimers are the preachers, the theologians; you 
know, the wickedness of the world—"but they said it declaimingly, and 
1 say it on the basis of reason. They have observed evil, and I dis¬ 
covered the causes of evil; and I make seen especially one t h i ng very 
comforting and very useful by showing that all these evils do not belong 
so much to man as to man badly governed." 

1 In other words, Rousseau agrees with the theologians by saying, by admitting that evil 
rules among men. But the theologians don't understand it; they don't know the reasons. 
He sees the reasons: the reason is bad government, bad order of society. Now you see 
clearly that if Rousseau agreed with the /icar in this point, that life on earth is the 
source of a ll evil, the union of body and soul, and the only solution is after death, 
then he could not be the political thinker he claims to be; is it clear? 1 mean, in 
other words, not salvation after death, but salvation on earth through political reform 
is Rousseau's teaching; and not the teaching of the Vicar: here you have the difference 
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The Vicar is not a political nan. The Vicar is as much a declainer as any orthodox theo¬ 
logian is, do you see that? That is, 1 think, crucial, up. Schrock. 

^ didn't understand the extent to which the Vicar claimed that free will. 

It seems to me that in two passages he contradicted himself. Just previously he has 
said, he has claimed a limiting element cf matter, or something; hut previous to that 
he had cla ime d that man was possessed of free will. 

S. Well, what he does is t his . First, the general rule: I mean, if one wants to under¬ 
stand the Vicar, one must concentrate on where he deviates from the generally accepted 
doctrines, number one. Now, the first massive deviation was the admission of the pos¬ 
sibility of eternity of matter, ind now we-—on the basis of what Rousseau says else¬ 
where, and perhaps using our own head also a bit—we reach the conclusion that the eter¬ 
nity of matter would explain the evil without any recourse to the misuse of hnma* free¬ 
dom; because God is not omnipotent: he is bound by a recalcitrant tiring natter. 

A: God is bound, but man is not: man has a certain area of freedom, is that it? 

S: les, but that is a long question, I mean, how to disentangle that here. But let us 
see what the—how is he called?—what the Vicar does. Now, after caving stated that, 
he becomes more orthodox while he goes; and he finally reaches a point 

where he asserts practically omnipotence, w hic h is incompatible with the starting point. 

■ Nov, on the basis of omnipotence, he must of course say man was created perfect, the 
providential order is absolutely just, and all evil stems from man—contrary to the 
implication of his premise. Now, again, this assertion, all evil stems from men, is 
acceptable to Rousseau, rightly understood; but the Vicar does not understand it 
rightly. The Vicar understands it: all evil stems from man; and the order is just, 
providential order is just; answer: human life here is based on an unnatural coabina- 
tion of life and body—which of course is also incompatible with the goodness of God: 
why should he make such an unnatural combination?—but he doesn't., .well, perhaps he 
has an answer, but he surely doesn't even sketch an answer. 3ut the point is, the 
solution is life after death, which is not Rousseau's solution: because Rousseau says, 
the solution is— I quoted this passage from the Karciase— -nalitlna 1 change. Political 

i change will establ i s h as m u ch justice as possible—which is not perfect justice. So 

■ "therefore, may I now repeat-my statement which was perhaps unintelligible before: 
radical otherworldliness which we find here has the same status as the return to the 

■ animal, to tne woods; and Rousseau never meant that seriously, that Rousseau 
! should return to the woods. But what he meant was to return in our thinin-ng to the 

principles of, to the origins of society, and through such return find the way towards 
! . e es "tePlls h ment cf a rational society. Similarly he does not take seriously, I be- 
i lieve, this radical otherworldlaness, but rather a political solution, rar. Buttervorth. 

A. I haye one question on this: if, however, Rousseau's solution, as you say, is that 
the justice that one can find in the political society is not a great deal.... 

jS: No; that, Rousseau would say, is a lot, if it is a well-ordered society. It is not 
;perfect: I mean, there can always be...there is no exclusion of miscarriage of justice 
/°n “ le oasis of error and even on the basis of dishonesty and so, but you can have a 
/reasonably just society. 

A: But isn't there always the fundamental possibility that thia society isn't tenable, 
even for Rousseau? Just t h i nking from a very coarse level, on the contr ac t.... 
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S* But still, you mat...I mean, this statement against the Reclaimers—that he agrees 
the world is in evil shape, hut he disagrees with them because he knows the true rea¬ 
sons: the world is in an evil shape because it is badly governed, meaning badly gov¬ 
erned by men, and you must replace it by good government—would seem to show where he 
is different from.... and in addition, the Savoyard Vicar—don't forget this very 
obvious fact—the Savoyard Vicar develops a theology, and a theology-based ethics; but 
he doesn't say a word about politics. After all, you know how important tnat is for 
Rousseau. There was a passage earlier—which we didn't read, because we cannot read 
everything—where he says: he who talks about morals without considering polii-ics, and 
vice versa, doesn't understand anything. I forgot, it was in the 4th book, buy I do 
not remember now tne exact passage. Does anyone remember it? It was clearly there. 


A: But the thing is that if nonetheless the political society offered by Rousseau can¬ 
not be ultimately held up, then you have to come back to this original dichotomy tha 
we saw between individual and society. 


S: I said this before. 

A: Yes, but I mean, tha point is, in the ultimate analysis can you really say that 
Rousseau does not come to a point where you have to simply say that he, too, is other¬ 
worldly? 


S* Yes, but in this life; not otherworldly. You can say he is at a certain point 
apolitical, but not otherworldly, oh no. That is very important. How, in the sequel 
he speaks of the question of eternal damnation, and rejects it as incompatible with 
justice of God, incompatible with the goodness of God. The Hell is on earth. Let us 
see on page 247, para 2; what does he say? 

A: "Do not me whether... investigation of useless problems.'' 


S: Turn to the next para. ■ 

A: "When our fleeting needs....way should they be wicked?" 

S: In other words, and since the wickedness ceases by necessity when the body is awe v 
then there is no longer reason for punishing them. So he rejects, I think we can 
safely say, he rejects eternal punishment. On page 248, para 1; now, this is a long 
para: in tha middle of the para. 

A: "when I that it is ha that gives life....because he wi l l s our freedom... 

S: "We are free only because he wills that we are free." 

A: "...and his inex pl icable substance....grasp the'idea of eternity?" 

S: In other words—in plain v.ngii.«th—when I say God is eternal I don't know what it^ 
means; that is what it amounts to. Rousseau uses here a kind of thing which was use 
before, especially by Hobbes: starting from the generally acknowledged view that gc 
is...that the attributes applied to God cannot be literally the same as applied .o s i, 
to say we cannot even.... It makes no sense to call God spirit and to apply the-otn^r 
predicates to Him. He also again, in a slightly concealed form, denies creation: 
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know.” Slow, page 249, in the 3rd para 
oped. 


creation, that passes my understanding; I do not 
. Here, the consequences for morality are devel- 


A: 


"Having thus deduced....principles of the higher philosophy. 


S: "of a higher philosophy." That is a derogatory term, of course. In other words 
he is a simple man. 


A: 


"...I find them in the depths....passions are the voice of the body." 


f' 121 oth f r y ords ’ *** conscience never errs. The conscience never errs; and 

therefore we only listen to it, we listen to our heart; the heart becomes perfectly 

emancipated from any higher control. The clear and simple guide. But the difficulty 
is this, if you turn to page 250, para 3. u****Mu.ior 


A: 

n: 

4 

S: 

"let 

A: 

IT 

S: 

Yes. 

with our 

A: 

n 

S: 

«nd e 

go 

is, is 


"...let us set aside....which overtakes the criminal?" 

Now, a bit later: "This -enthusiasm of virtue, which relation does it have 
>nvate interest? why would I wish to be rather Cato...." 

•dying by his own hand...Caesar in wa triumphs?" 


"H°v of«« do.3 tte W voice t.ll u?—ttetfl. rSd bh 
.. wJlei \we pursue our well-being at the expense of others we do evil?" You 

h l ^ Stated befor ®» P ursua your good with the least harm to others, 
on Se^Sa tCa W ® J aaaot hel P avoiding that. Incidentally, of course, I mean, 

erguaea * nerel y> this is...nothing; in no way conclusive, you know 

fiMt regardi ^ acting^the second ^ we 

others...I mean, it is very easy to be virtuous in the theater, where you ob- 

iThia Stti 0 J yap ? thla “ v lth 1>iacduff against hacbeth; but a man may do that and then 
£ Way , * a 1<iaobe th. So, in other words, the sweetness of revenge, 

h ? d esn * 3peak here > can as powerful, of course, as the sweetness of the 

££ °°“ 01e f Ce ’ 25“ naeds 11111011 ^Ser consideration; we have to raise the question, 
what precisely is the conscience. Page 252, para 3. 

A: hay I...? On 249, it seems that the conscience's first rule was, me first. 

S: 'Jhere is that, what you say? 


il «SS S +H! Vi0U ? P “ 3age ?®? ds that "characters engraved on the heart..but conscience 
the senses S^tS^??^ 1 ^ 688 ’ ^ “ 18 these other voices C0Eit S to us through 

S: what passage is that? "First of all concerns is that of myself"? 
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A: "Our first duty is towards ourself; yet how often does the voice of others tell us 
that in se eding our good at the expense of others we are doing ill?" 

S: Mow, let me see whether we have the sane passage: "The first of ell concerns is 
that of oneself; and yet how often has the inner voice told us that if we pursue our 
good at the expense of others we act badly." Is that it? 

A: She has translated it into an outrageous.... 

A: You're right; you’re perfectly right. 

S: No other reading? Have you looked it up? jjeaJ Well, she is really bad. 

A: uhere is that? 

A: On page 249, the 3rd para, about 10 lines above the note. She says "the voice of 
others"; it should be "the inner voice." 

S: "the inner voice," yes. Now, let us see; as for the conscience, what i 3 the con¬ 
science? Page 252, para 2. 

A: "There is therefore at the bottom of our hearts...that I tmii conscience.” 

S: Yes, but it is of course always understood that conscience is not reason; is not 
reason. The next para we cannot read, which is a quite impressive statement, and which 
one sh o uld c onsi der w he n ever one is confronted with the vulgar relativism of the social 
sc ien ces today, because it is just a reminder of some simple truth: that aon do not 
disagree so much—the societies—as present-day anthropologists claim they do. Let us 
turn to page 253, para 3. 

A: "For this purpose it is enough....seek or shun these things." 

S: Sere, he seems to solve the difficulty which he had raised an page 243, 2nd para: 
the cause of the good will is not true judgment, but the conscience; conscience— 
implied—cannot err. And let us read the following para. 

A: "To exist is to feel...,no one e/m deny that these at least are innate." 

S: That was of course the basis of the whole argument before: concern with self- 
preservation. 

A: "These feelings, so far as the individual...self-love, fear, pain..." 

S: "fear of pain." 

A: "...fear of pain, the dread of death, the desire for comfort." 

S: In other words, these are things which not even Hobbes denied; number one. Now we 
come to a more interesting point. 


A: 


"Again, if, as it is impossible....this feeling which is innate." 
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Si Kow, here Rousseau says—or the Vicar says—man h^ g innate sentiments relative to 
others, to his species. Hitherto we have known only one such sentiment—pity, you 
remember—and this became a very complicated question. Here he almost says is by 
nature social; but he says, in the first place, not social, but soc iable ; sociable is 
a being wh i ch can become social. And. second, he doesn't even say that: he says able 
to become sociable. Again, something which not even £gbbes denied; because ^ pri 
become sociable, obviously: otnerwise he could never become a member of society. But 
this makes also clearer that here the Vicar agrees with Rousseau. How, the key point, 
however, is here that...what t hen is this innate feeling? How does it jibe with what 
Rousseau said before? X t h i nk it only jibes with it if we assume that this feeling is 
compassion. But, as the Vicar doesn't say, but Rousseau said, compassion is, as 
all passions, a modification of the one principle of self-preservation, and even of its 
derivative, amour-propre. So that the difference between Rousseau the Vicar is 
that Rousseau says the virtuous principle is a codification of the morally neutral, 
whereas the Vicar says it has a radically different origin. 

In the sequel, on page 254, in the 2nd para, this reminds of the end of the 

here, this call on conscience; out there in the he 

addressed not conscience, but virtue; and one must, should compare it. Clearly there 
is no err ing conscience, according to this doctrine. This is ^ the meaning; that 
is the peak, the end, the meaning of the Profession of Faith: there is a natural 
morality of utmost simplicity and unambiguity, the morality of the conscience. How, if 
this is natu r al, and is as such available in every man, there is no difficulty in democ¬ 
racy. every human being, as human being, is competent to judge morality; whereas from 
the point of view of the older view, there was a difference between men who axe 
truly prudent, and those who are not truly prudent, according.... All men are equally 
wise in the decisive respect. Ho one needs an authority by nature; only accident¬ 
ally he might.need it. Let us turn to page 255, para 2. 

A: "Ever at strife...cy reason, which spoke of self..." 

S: You see here now, the conflict between conscience reason: conscience is 
directed toward the common good; reason, calculating reason, is directed toward ny own 
good. So, if therefore t h e r e is such a thing as the c on science as here described, then 
t h e r e is no fundamental difficulty regarding society. 

A: But he's just said that conscience attaches itself to ideas found out by the reason. 

S: las, but it is primary. It acquires a certain development through experience, but 
it is i nn ate. Its primary tendency is toward the common good; that is the point. How, 
read on. 

."•••! should have drifted through life....what solid ground can be found?" 


S: Agai n here, a point where Rousseau agrees, against Hobbes and Locke: reason alone 
is not a sufficient basis; there must be something like sentimentBut the question is, 
which sentiment; and what is its status? Go on. 

A: "Virtue we ere told is love of order." 

j 

S: Yes, now this was a view, an old view, of course, but restated powerfully by hale- 
b ranche , a French thinker of the 17th century, a Christian thinker. Yes. ' ' 
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A; "But can this love....orders his life with regard to all men..." 

S: "to the whole": that is a more literal translation, leaving it open whether this is 
the political society or the universe, and meaning then God. 

A: "...the wicked orders....is nothing but a fool.” 

5: So, morality is possible only on a theological basis. Only on a theological basis, 
because only on that can there be a natural tendency towards the common good; whereas 
on the non^theological basis, the concern with the common good can only be derivative 
from reason, i.e. from concern with one's own good; concern with the common good ^ 
only be based either on calculation or on deception. That is of course also 
Let us turn to page 256, para 2.. 

A: "'Why is my soul subjected....the counsels of the Almighty?" 

S: "of God." 

A: "But I may....remained in a state of freedom and innocence..." 

S: I don't like tnat, because it creates certain connotations which are more Christian 
than the text is: "If the spirit of man had remained free and pure." You know, when 
you say innocence, you think immediately of the state of innocence. 

A: "...free and pure, what merit....the highest point, the pride of virtue.?.” 

S; "the glory of virtue." 

A: "...and the witness...good man will be more than they." 

S: In other words, he implies that angels cannot sin. 

A: rifyimd to a mortal body, by bonds as strange as they are powerful...” 

5; "as incomprehensible as they are powerful." 

A: "...his care...and following its original direction." 

S: Yes; so, self-preservation, we see here, is incompatible with love of the general 
order. But the most sublime happiness, the love of the general order, consists in the 
glory of virtue, and the good testimony about oneself, i.e.. according to Rousseau's 
psychology, in a modification of amour-propre. I can only repeat, the principles of 
the Vicar would lead to an entirely different education, of course, than that given to 
Rmile, if this were true...I mean, if the Vicar were right. The Vicar would not edu¬ 
cate Rails in the way in which Rousseau educates him; if these natural sentiments 
exist, you know; and Emile has been educated on the principle there is no such natural 
sentiment;, natural love of order. Mr. Morrison. 

A: Does Sophie not get an education very much along that line? 

S: That's undeniable; but may I ask you what difference between Em-ii» and Sophie is 
the most obvious difference? 
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A: Veil, in their sex. 

jS: She belongs to the weaker sex, that's it. women—I am sorry, iiiss Hucldns; it is 
| not I who speak, but other people—that is the point of view, you know, when...there is 
j a very simple passage in ftfflflphQn which illustrates it very well: he says, Socrates 
j s sy® An- a speech, if someone dies, and has to leave his children to a friend to take 
;care of them, what kind of friend would he seek—that is the question. And he speci¬ 
fies that: if he leaves sons, to educate; and daughters to watch. This, is the view 
of the distinction ascribed by Xeno ph on to Socrates, for which X disclaim all responsi¬ 
bility. So, in the sequel, there is a brief remark, on page 257, in the 3rd para: "I 
converse with him..." Do you have that? In the 2nd or 3rd sentence. 

A: "I converse with him; I immerse all ay powers....Lhat should I ask of him...." 

S. He doesn't pray to him; that is very c h a r acteristic; he doesn't pray. This is very 
characteristic of other t hing s in the 16th century. Kant^, for example, f undaTna-nPai iy g 
religious philosopher, regards, rejects prayer as—how does he call it?—lip service. 

Lip service, you know: Do the right thing; fulfill God's demands. You know, prayer. 

A: I was curious when you said that the Vicar's principles would lead to an entirely 
different education of nmile. How does Rousseau expect Emile to believe this religion 
if in fact he was educated according to Rousseau's principles? 

S: Because now...that we explained: children...I mean, there is a formal explanation; 
we have discussed that: children understand only bodily and sensible things.' But 
he gradually grows up; he st udi es mathematics, for example, and these are not simply 
sensible things—mathematical objects: circles, numbers, and so on—but they are re¬ 
lated essentially to sensible things. And then he gradually learns also of certain con¬ 
cepts wfiich can no longer have a direct sensible representation, then, once he 
reached that stage, he can understand such things as spirit. 

A: What X mean is t h is: won't E m il e see that if this religion were true, b-ia education 
should have been different? 

S: Eo; under no circumstances must he see that; because that would mean destroying... 

A: The religion. 

S: Eo, the trust in his teacher. Ko, that is impossible. But he must really take it 
to m e an that...no. There is a statement; did we not read a statement where he says 
that up to a certain point he educated him with guile and force, and from now on he 
can talk.... 

A: That's later on. 

i 

S: Later on; all right. «e will take that up. Let us first consider the last state¬ 
ment we have to see, on page 257, bottom. 

A: "In ny well-founded self—distrust... .Truth to draw waa-v to me. 
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S: Tea, in othej.- words, ne admits that his firmest opinions may be lies. So, th-ia j_ a 
only another way of saying what Rousseau says: they are exposed to insoluble objec¬ 
tions, as Rousseau has said before. 

It would be impossible to take up today the assignment of hr. Nicgorski; we 
will do it next time, and we can easily do it because next time's assignment, which 
will have a paper by hr. Hartman and hr. Boy an, is relatively short, ynd so we will 
have time for that. 

I have not here that reference—that is very bad—where the conflict coses out 
very clearly; I mean the conflict between Rousseau and the Savoyard Vicar. I should 
have made a note here, which I didn't do. 

A: Bo you mean in the or the letter to Beaumont? 

S: No, in the How, let me see; if you can be a bit patient with me I might 

be able to find it. At any rate, there is a statement where the editor—who is a very 
sensible editor, harcei Raymond—of the Revue du Science Politioue admits when Rous¬ 
seau... that tnere is a glaring contradiction between the teaching- of Providence pre¬ 
sented in the very in an earlier chapter, and what he says later about the 

blind necessity, the blind necessity which rules the fate of man. Unfortunately, I 
cannot find this remark. Yes, here it is: "At the end of tne second Promenade, on the 
contrary, Rousseau regarded his sufferings and the proscriptions of which he was the 
object as a pro vi de nt ial fact; and here...." I can perhaps find where that is; that is 
note 67 to which it belongs, but where is that? I am sorry; that-is at any rate in a 
later...that is somewhere in the seventh Promenade, these statements occur. So, there 
is no question that.... But please don't a -rgt a n d me: these thino-g reouire a 

much closer study than we can possibly give here in a single seminar. I would be satis¬ 
fied if every one of you would regard it as -possible— not more—that Rousseau's opinion 
may not be identical with the opinion of the Savoyard Vicar. You see, afterwards, 
partly here and partly in the reply to the Archbishop of Paris and partly in the 
Lwttwr* *Vnm th*>_ hmmtaiw. Rousseau identifies himself with the Profession of the 
Savoyard Vicar, but this was an entirely different situation. The Profession of the 
Savoyard Vicar was regarded by public opinion as unbearable, you lmow; so the least he 
could do was to return to that relatively bearable position—in spite of its unbear- 
ability—compared with the other position, so to speak to the left, in political terms, 
of the Savoyard Vicar. Did I make myself clear? No? Well, left, I meant more remote 
from , blackboard/ Here is the Savoyard Vicar; and here is 

Jean—Jacques. Now this, Rousseau regarded as publicly defensible—otherwise he wouldn't 
have written it. Now, if it proved to create a European scandal, the least he could do 
is to identify hi m s elf with that, and not to say, well, this is only a weak inkling of 
i what I truly think. I mean, it is really hard for anyone...I have done some work in 
former times on the 18th century, but even I have always difficulties in understanding 
the very severe restrictions which existed. You must not forget...a book is 

today admired—and not without reason—as a document of sobriety and conservatism 
moderation, like hontesquieu 1 s Spirit of the Laws , could not be published—end he was 
a very h i gh official, you lmow, in Bordeaux, and a very respected man; he couldn't pub¬ 
l is h this with hi s nsma on the title page, or France: it was published anonymously 
in Geneva. And the other people—X niaan these famous atheists and materialists—they 
of course—I m ean d'Holbach and LaMettrie— they published their things, of course, anon¬ 
ymously and in Holland. The Dutch had in that time a very bad reputation a mftri e pious 
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I Christians—-in your country for a special reason, because they seem to have fca>»n over 
j in 1688, you remember that—and where they said all Hnria 0 f nasty things about the 
| Dutch, where the spirit of trade seemed to be more powerful than any pious considers- 
| tions, which of course was unjust to the Dutch, but had a certain plausibility, undeni- 
■ able. And the great potentate who was very liberal was Frederick the Great. He was a 
. friend ox ^ol£g£rp, and he liked d 1 Alembert and also other people; and he was very free. 
• And the states of Frederick the Great were the only place where Rousseau could find a 
refuge—in Neuchatel, in Switzerland, which at that time belonged to the Prussian 
crown—apart from Eng lan d, of course, where he could go. In En gland there was a rela¬ 
tively—relatively—great freedom of publication, but in the continental countries it 
didn't exist, except in Prussia under Frederick the Great. And one sees it...I mean, 
there were people who were regarded as the most notorious men, and these were Hobbee grid 
and it is Quite interesting to see how...I mean, they are not frequently men¬ 
tioned except by adverse ways. H obbes was a bit better off than S pinoza. but Spinoza 
was referred to...at the most people said approvingly that he led apparently an inno¬ 
cent life, in spite of his terrible convictions. And in Germany, the first statement in 
' favor of Sp inoz a, or his p h ilosophy, was published in 1785——that's very much, 25 years 
i later. 


j And so, one must always take this into consideration as the background, because 

;in each particular case a particular investigation is necessary, How, in the case of 
Rousseau, we have quite some almost direct evidences his explicit discussion of the 
question ox' sincerity, in writings. Hot only in the...the^gjg 2 ^^is the most coherent; 
but there are other statements also in other places. And I don't see any other way in 
which one can account for the difficulties. 

f A: There is one thing. I see your rule of interpretation as being very sound for the 
j t hings that are very definitely defense which Rousseau wrote to Beaumont qnd the letter 
j to d'Alembert; but the .Reveries I wonder about, because of the fact that he begins the 
! whole t h i ng by saying that this is his last work, arid it's something which he doesn't 
really care whether they publish or not; ^nd than the other is*«• • 

S: But look; it could be published, could it not? I mean, after all.... 

A: But it was really too late at that time for him to.. .except for the fact that he 
wanted to live beyond his time. 

I —• 7es, but it would discredit...an open statement of his position would of course have 
j discredited his whole work. I mean, that Rousseau, and even his most daring things, be— 

I came acceptable to a large body of opinion through the victory of the French Revolution, 
\he could not, foresee. And in addition, on the basis of the French Revolution, how, to 
i what extent was Rousseau truly understood? When you read the general literature on 
iRousseau, that is only a kind of.... The very crudest things——the doctrine on the 
.Social Contrar.t. and so on—they are of course known; but his attitude toward religion, 

|I think it is only the most massive things that are clear, his criticism of re¬ 
pealed religion. These, of course, were points which had been stated among these Eng¬ 
lishmen—Collins and so, the so-called English deists—I have never read them, so I 
don't know how far they went. But that was after Rousseau's death that this issue was 
discussed in Germany: that was in the...well, in the 1770's there was a very well-known 
man, a professor of phxlosophy—Relmarus was his name. He had published only works on 
natural theology, you know, which was permissible, »nd . But then he 
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had written also a critique of revelation, both in general and also of the miracles of 
the Old Testament and the New Testament, and this he had finished and completed; but he 
didn't publish it. He did not speak about it even to her who slept at his bosom, as 
they called it in the language of the 16th century. .And then his children, however, 
after his death, gave it to a famous German writer, Lessing, and Lessing published it, 
concealing the identity of the author with a view to the good reputation of the 
children. 


A: Is this the Laocoon? 

S: No, the Laocoon deals with painting and poetry, no. And this created an incredible 
scandal, an incredible scandal, in the late '70*3. So that, I mean, today nothing cre¬ 
ates any scandal any more. I think the last great scandal, if I see correctly, was 
Dfl-ru-j.-n. Darwin: because the Biblical criticism which came later was not such a... 
didn't create that uproar which Darwin created. And now today, anything.... I mean, 
was there any outcry on religious grounds when psychoanalysis appeared? I am not aware 
of it. There may have been individual critics, but I don't believe that there was a 
general protest, what I am driving at is this: I mean, this has in itself no thing to 
do with the philosophic truth or not; it is a mere historical truth, that in re adin g 
authors, say, prior to the 19th century on the European continent, and prior to the 18th 
century everywhere—including England—one ha? to consider the possibility of deliberate 
concealings. In cases, however, one can observe it in detail; for example, the 
case of Hobbes , where one can-sake. ..that is easy to show. ^B l ac kb oards/ Hobbes's, 
theological views are a function of the established order. For exa m p le, up to...in 
1640 he still said episcopacy is a divine-right institution. Later in that year, epis¬ 
copacy was abolished by the ijypg Parliament; and therefore in the next book wh ich Hobbes 
published, in 1642, the episcopacy was no longer a divine-right institution. Now, his 
most daring book from this point of view is the Leviathan. pub li s he d in 1651, under 
Cromwell, when all heresy laws were abolished; and there he had a legal right to say 
anything he wanted, and he went very far; and than after the Restoration when he brought 
out the Latin Leviathan in 1666, he retracted many of these t hin gs.... 
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S: ...unfair to the class by saying that I never mentioned i believe he was 

mentioned, or am I completely mistaken? Surely I always think of this. But let us not 
fight it out, but I have the feeling I mentioned Thoreau : after all, it is very...both; 

' I mean, one cannot think of Rousseau without seeing, there is on the one the ex¬ 
treme politicizing of life, you know—for us in Rousseau—and on the other hand, anarch¬ 
ism, a gentle anarc h ism, which is...and if I haven't mentioned Thoreau here, it was 
sheer accident. I am aware of that. But I shouldn't engage in apologetics. 

How, as for the simple life, or the country boy, as you called it, this is in¬ 
deed written large; but here we must distinguish two elements. On the baa hand, 
praise of the simple life is, of course, a very old thing, you know: the 'bucolic lyric 
of the ages, and especially the Epicurean view of the retired life; the gardt-j of Epi¬ 
curus; nature has given us sufficient for our genuine needs, everything e i frg. was 
superfluous; but this is an old story. What is the peculiarity of Rousseau's teaching 
regard ing the country boy, deviating from Epicurus bucolic poetry as such? 


A: The pigs? 

We ccne to that later. But more obviously, when he speaks about that. Well, the 
connection with democracy. I mean, the Epicurer>« anri bucolic poets didn't draw any’ 
democratic co nc lusio n s from their praise of the a-iwpi a life; whereas here the comnec- 
: tion between the country boy and the rural democracy is surely—even if it doesn' t ap- 
Ipear there, it is obvious from-Rousseau's thought as a whole. I mean, Jefferson 's no- 
,tion of democracy, you know, the famous remarks of Jefferson on this subject; but also 
|in Aristotle , when he says rural democracy is the best democracy. You 3mow, the democ¬ 
racy in which the peasants, cultivators of the soil, predominate. 

I liked particularly what you said about the analogy of taste and will, that a 
certain formal characteristic is the same: generality of the will the *^ 11 good; 

generality of the taste makes the taste good. We have to go into that later on. 

Nov, what you said at the be g i nn i ng about sexual desire, that Rousseau questions 
its natural character, whereas in the he seems to admit its natural 

character; we have to take this up. But offhand, without going into any details, what 
could be advanced in favor of Rousseau's seemingly strange assertion? 

A: Most sexual love would.. .as we see it in society, it is naturally a product of il¬ 
lusions and fancy; desire itself.... 

S: This we know; 1 mean, in other words, this he has stated before, that the love ad 
banc, t h i s particula r woman, that this is not quite natural; but any wnmrvn Tilrir a dog 
concerned with any female dog—this we hitherto thought was natural. What could Rous¬ 
seau have meant by deny ing the natural character of even sexual desire, 

. sexual desire? 

A: That society, by the preoccupation with sex, or the emphasis on it,... 

S: Yes, that is surely not...but the simple desire, without any...! mean, no emphasis, 
no preoccupation. Well, it is not directly derivative from self-preservation, I **■»**• 
that is what he must have meant. 
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A: .«»Lj^x~azmy .... 


S: Xes; so we will keep this in mind. How, to say a word about the fundamental defect 
of I4r. Boyan's paper—I mean, I say this without any harshness, but simply to e?n a 
spade a spade—what would you say was the basic defect of Hr. Boyan's paper? I mean, 
nothing extern a l, that he didn't type it and some other things, which I have of course 
observed; but something much more massive. 

A: I would have been very glad to hear him say something about why Emile, now in a 
position to be a tyrant and to crush all these insects in society, doesn't; or Bousseau 
doesn't let him become a leader of meq, and instead...I think it stops there, and he 
goes to.... 

S: Well, he is still very young; X mean, he is too young and too unconnected. That 
would alone be a sufficient answer to your question. Ho, I meant something more. 

A: I was struck at the beginning to notice that we were talking about ail of a sudden 
Smile's behavior, whereas prior to this, I don't think Bousseau ever uses any term of 
this nature in speaking of Smile. 

Si Well, behavior is not a French word; 1 wouldn't know which Preach word.... 

A: It is translated by the *» word. 3; atH what is it in French? 

A: Le behavior. 

S: Ho, no; I mean, but what does Rousseau say? 

A: Ho, the point is,, w hich is the basio...the only thing you say before that is 
le comportement. 

S: Well, maybe it was also comportement here, in hr. Boyan's argument. 

A: I have never seen it in the text. 

S: Well, this reminds me; I know in Paris a place where I stayed for some time, 
they called it le home—that was home-*—but »ying a circumflex on the you Imow, to 
make it somewhat more French. These things happen. 

Well, I t hink it is this: we nave seen the immediately preceding section, a 
very long one, dealt with the Profession of Faith, wnd with this radical reinterpreta¬ 
tion of mo ra l i ty on the basis of religion; and now suddenly, the conduct of SnnT» is 
described without any reference to that. This you did act mention, and you did not re¬ 
flect. I don't say that others would have done it—I am not unfair to you—but I 
we would have to consider that. 


How, since we had to invest so much time on the first half of the Profession of 
Faith, so that we have not yet discussed last time's assignment, we have to begin- there; 
and we will begin on page 258, para 2, in your translation. This transition which fol¬ 
lows immediately after the first half of the Profession of Faith, the half mm dealt 
with natural religion, as distinguished from revealed religion. Will you read that. 
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A: "Tiie good priest had spoken....the worship of the gods. 1 * 

S: You notice the plural. After all, it is seemingly a monotheistic doctrine; but he 
reminds hn m of a pagan singer • Go on. 

A: "I saw any number...inclination took his part.* 1 

S: Oh, God: "that the persuasion was for him.” How, persuasion is, of course, some¬ 
thing very different from demonstration. Go on. 

A: ‘ "When he spoke...confirm what he said.” 

S: Yes, you see, the conscience; it is based on the conscience, as disti n guis h ed from 
reason/ But he does not even say his conscience confirmed it; he says it seemed to con- 
I firm it. So, there are quite a few qualifications which are important. Now, we cannot 
read the parallel passages-in the other writings, in the Lfittfirg fgM frg Ite 

I and the letter to h. de Beaumont, and last but not least in the RgYSSlfig; these 

passages are too long. But if I may oust state the gist: in the passage in the kttSE 
I nr thp. winuntains , the Profession of Faith is called the civil religion. Now, the civil 
5 religion is the subject of the chapter before the last of the * ,e * s 

religion required for the existence of a society, especially a free society. The tern 
civil religion is very old; it is well known from a passage in ^^gustiu? where he repro¬ 
duces the thought of a contemporary of Cicero. Vaxro, a Rom a n antiquarian, who had him¬ 
self reproduced the S±oic_teaching that there are three theologies: poetic, civil, and 
philosophic. Poetic, that is what the poets say about the gods; civil, what the legis¬ 
lators teach; and the philosophic, what the philosophers teach—and that is, of course, 
the only demonstrative teaching. Civil theology is the theology required for the exist¬ 
ence and preservation of civil society. How, in this sense Rousseau means the term 
civil theology; surely in the Contract, but I think also in the passage in the 

• Let us read the beginning of the next para. 

A: "'The novelty of the sentiments.. .what you say you believe." 

S: That's also a very important hint for the readi n g: not where the Vicar agrees with 
the generally accepted views, but where he disagrees; and we have seen the crucial dis¬ 
agreement was the non—assertion of creation out of nothing, the implicit admission o- 
this *na~Hgrn of God and matter. Yes. 

A: "’They seem to me very like that theism..." 

S: Or "almost like": "a peu de chose pres": almost the same; they are not identical. 
This is an understatement. 

A* "'...that thftip" 1 or natural religion, which Christians profess..." 

S: "which the Christians," with the article: "whichthe Christia n s." You koow, he dis¬ 
sociates himgftif from the Christians. Yes. 

A: "'...profess to confound....unless I were as wise as you. 1 " 



Rousseau, 13 


Page 4- 


S: Yes; in other words, the clear point: the Rousseau who listened in that story to 
the Vicar did not agree with the Vicar; this much is clear. In other words, he was less 
believing than the Vicar was. Is this not the implication here? 

A: I had a question about something earlier, where you said.... 

S: No, let us first clarify the meaning of that, if you don't mind. So, in other words, 
Rousseau makes here a clear distinction between his views then and the Vicar's view. 

Row, Rousseau, of course, afterward, when he wrote the Smile, night have ascended to 
the Vicar's view; that we do not know. But at this point, clearly, he makes a distinc¬ 
tion. I mean, this question we must always keep in mind for the interpretation of the 
Profession of Faith as a whole, a) how certain is the natural theology taught by the 
Vicar from Rousseau's point of view, or in other words, how far does Rousseau identify 
himself with that. Now, Mr. Boyan. 

A: When you say this, do you try to keep Rousseau then, insofar as the Vicar is Chris¬ 
tian, as being a part of the Christian religion? 

S: According to this statement, which I think will be confirmed to some extent in the 
sequel, even the Vicar is not a Christian. Mr. Kicgorski, you are our expert regarding 
the second half of the Vicar's speech. 

A: It's certainly in that para that we'll come to later, where Socrates and Jesus are 
compared, isn't it? 

S: Yes, but still, would you not...I mean, if he in a certain respect prefers Jesus to 
Socrates, does this make him a Christian? 

A: No, it's that passage on revelation which is cru c ial. 

S: Yes, crucial. So, he doesn't believe in revelation; therefore, he is not a Chris¬ 
tian. 

A: The thing was that I just didn't see this thing that because he put an article in 
front of the word Christians, that he makes a distinction. 

S: No, well, in English it is not necessary, perhaps; but in French it makes it surely... 
if we would say des Chretiens, that would mean some Christiana. 

A: Wouldn't that make it more partitive? 

S: No, then it would mean some other Christians; I mean, the more intelligent Chris¬ 
tians do not do it. Rut lea Chr&tiens means the Christians, and by this very fact he 
distinguishes himself from them. If someone would say in this country today, the 
Americans hold this and this view, doesn't £he speaker somehow by this very fact dis¬ 
tinguish himself—end especially if he disapproves of this view—does he not distinguish 
Mmaai-f from the Americans by this? 

A: Well, I see it more if I were to say some Americans believe this, that it distin¬ 
guishes. 
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S: Yes, but this is the reason why I insisted on translating, against the spirit of the 
frn glish language, I believe, the article; because the French language is in this respect 
clearer: the same as the difference between Greek and Latin. 

A: But if you say some, doesn't this mean that you.... 

S: But he doesn't say some; he says les Chretiens, unquote: all Christians. 

A: But if you say some, you mean some of which I am one, but I do not happen to agree 

with some others. 

A: The opposite would be saying we Christians, which he certainly didn't say. 

A: Certainly if one says the Americans, one says practically that he is not American. 

S: Yes, to that extent; even if he happens to be an American citizen. 

A: It seems that his disagreement with the Christians...it becomes clear that he is 
distinguishing himself from the Christians by the sentence as a whole, rather than 
simply. Js: Yes, surety La other words, I could say the Americans and consider my¬ 
self to be one of them. 

S: You are quite right: the context is important; namely, in so far as the Christians 
hold a view of which he disapproves, therefore he is not a Christian. Therefore. It 
is quite true. But let us see. That is only the beginning of the argument where he 
will take up the question of revelation explicitly, and so any doubt which might remain 
on the basis of a single sentence will be dispelled. Itr. Muller. 

A: Do you throw this back to.. .when you said that Rousseau might later agree with the 
Savoyard Vicar, his views might ascend later, do you throw this back in some way, lit¬ 
erally, to Rousseau's actual childhood? 

S: Ho; you have to be a good boy, i.e. you have to take the sentence literally; and we 
have here the opinion ascribed to, say, the 16 or 17 year old Rousseau, who at that 
time believed even less than the Savoyard Vicar. This is perfectly compatible with the 
fact that 30 years later he might have fully agreed with the Vicar. 

A: Yes, of course; but I understood you to mean that you feel this must be, the Profes¬ 
sion of Faith must always be read with the recollection of this, that something like 
that actually happened. 

S: Ho, no. Well, of course one has to consider it, but I only.... At this point Rous¬ 
seau dissociates himself from the Vicar; what conclusion can be drawn from that is 
another matter. One can rightly say, no conclusion, because he might have changed his 
mind later on; and perhaps this is exactly the meaning of this emphatic disagreement at 
that time, to say, well, now of course, I agree with the Vicar; not more. But that he 
states here at that time he was less believing than the Vicar is undeniable; and so he 
draws our attention to the question. After all, he doesn't assert: now I agree; later 
on I came to see that it was absolutely right. Therefore it is an open question, and 
therefore one has to go into that. 

A: Is it significant that he compares the Vicar to Orpheus, who charmed the...? 
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S: Yes sure; to tie rhetorical character: frost his point of view it is a poetic, 
rhetorical, and not a demonstrative statement. 

A: He also chained the beasts and the trees, made the trees leave their place. 

S: Yes, perhaps; he also'regarded himself as somewhat suhrationalt That's possible. 

A: He came to a nasty end. S: Who? A: Orpheus. 

S: Yes; how far this would have to be...you mean by la femme. Yes, that is possible. 
One to take this into consideration, too, surely. Hut one thing which appears from 
the immediate context is clear: it is an indication of the rhetorical, poetic charac¬ 
ter of the Vicar's speech; and the fact that he speaks here of gods, and not of one .. 
God, is of course extremely interesting; I don't have the other texts here. You see, 
the argument as given by the Vicar is compatible with polytheism, for the simple rea- . 
son, what he proves is that there must be the will at the beginning; the will, rational 
will, underlying. But nowhere is it said that this rational will must be the rational 
will of a a-inciw divine being. That could be the rational will of a body, of a pan¬ 
theon, of gods agreeing among themselves. That is in no way excluded. And the Arch¬ 
bishop de Beaumont accuses him explicitly of polytheism; and perhaps the arg u m e nt of 
the Archbishop is not sufficient, but he surely saw a difficulty. How, let us come now 
to the argument regarding revelation which begins in the sequel; and let us—we cannot 
possibly read everything—page 259, In the 2nd para. 

A: "'In my exposition...that we should need morel" 

S: "another one." Another one, meaning one other than the natural religion. 

a: "’How shall I become....for the glory of God, for the good of mankind..." 

S: Ho: "for the good of society,” he says; not "for the good of mankind." literally, 
"Let us see the order"—which is more precise—"for the glory of God, for the good of 
society, and for my own advantage." Three items, where the good of society—I say this 
for the benefit of Hr. Seltzer—is in the center. How far is the good of society fur¬ 
thered by a positive religion in addition to the natural religion, that is the question. 
In other words, as a civil religion, the natural religion is the best; and any addition 
creates a superfluous problem. 

A: "'...and what virtue you will get...result from mine." 1 

S: Yes, so that's it. In other words, there is no rational ground—at least from the 
point of view...well, he says from any point of view, but surely...I mean, the duties 
of the natural law are in no way made stronger, more binding, more evident by positive 
religion. And the implication is of course here, first of all there is no need for 
revelation; and secondly, in addition, revelation, positive religion, disturbs the 
peace of society; and therefore there is both no positive reason for it, and a very 
powerful negative reason against it. This is generally the argument. On page 259, the 
4th para. 

A: "'One form of worship....that God takes such an interest....'" 
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3; And. so on. "And. in any special ceremonials." At the end of the same para: 
"Regarding the exterior cult, if it must be uniform,..." 

A: 11 'As to the form of worship...needs no revelation.'" 

S: Literally, "of the police." "Purement une affaire de police," meaning of adminis¬ 
tration. So, in other words, he does not question the necessity of exterior uniform¬ 
ity—he does not question it—but this is a merely political or administrative prob¬ 
lem; it has nothing to do with religion. So in other words, if society needs religion, 
it needs one religion; because otherwise, cleavage and danger to peace. 

A: Again, X am not sure of the views of the Christians of the time, but the seemingly 
correct understanding is that most of the worship—if he is addressing himself to 
Catholicism in particular—is by positive law of the Church. 

S: Of the Church, yes; but that presupposes revelation. 

A: That's right. Oh, but he would have society setting up these...? 

S: Only society, yes. But to repeat, the main, the politically decisive point is that 
positive religion being essentially manifold—essentially manifold, even if in a given 
country it is only one—essentially manifold because it is not merely rational; and 
therefore, from the point of view of reason alone, there is the possibility of a 
variety. Is this point clear? I mean, natural theology is meant to be the dictate of 
reason: no man exercising his reason can arrive at any other than the natural 
t religion. Then there is positive religion. The positive religions are not supported 
1 sufficiently by reason; therefore there is a. legitimate variety of them; and therefore 
I the recognition of positive religion means to recognize in principle a variety of 
.religions. Now then, that disturbs peace; and therefore the political question arises 
'what shall we do? hither forbid all positive religions as disturbers of the peace- 
end that is not practical; then establish a single one, but with the understanding 
!th§t the basis of that establishment is not divine law, put positive law: the true 
;legislator picks that revealed religion which for purely expediential reasons he re- 
,-gards as the best. This is the famous solution suggested in the 16th century by l es 
I Politioues. as they were called—the Politicians—the people who tried to bring peace 
\ to Prance for purely political reasons, on purely political grounds—and which is of 
! course distinguished from the religious view—and this meant at that time ord in a r ily 
one and only one is the true religion, and it is the duty of the prince to establish 
the true religion, which was said equally of course, by Catholics and Protestants, and, 
naturally, Jews and Muslims in the same way. So this was one view. The political 
view, the Politicians' view was uniformity was absolutely necessary on political 
grounds, but the decision must be made only on political grounds; and so the practical 
question was, sometimes if by some neglect of the magistrate or prince, a variety 
rises, as in France In the 16th century, and the new sect cannot be kept down by force 
any more, than it is prudent to tolerate it. But this toleration is as little based 
on a sacredness of the principle of toleration as the forceful suppression of hetero- 
:dcry is. Is this clear? And then the 3rd view, which was in the beginning limited to 
some extreme sects: . tolerance as a principle. Tolerance as a principle; and that 
plays a role'in some of English Puritanism, especially Cromwell's own re¬ 

gime, but also here in this country—I forgot the name—in Rhode Island: Roger iaLi¬ 
lians; and some Dutch sects, the Mennonites—I don't know how they are called in this 
.country. les? 
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A: The Saptists also. S:. The Eaptists, yes. This was the third principle. 

A: One point: Queen Elizabeth I and Rousseau, it seemed, had a lot..... 

S: Yes, sure; that is a well-known thing; or, in theological terms, with all due 
respect to Queen Elizabeth I, Bobhaa. Hobbes and Rousseau fully agree, in the princi¬ 
ple, that it is.... Only Rousseau makes somewhat more explicit than Hobbes does that 
this is strictly political, and is not an interference with the conscience, as he 
asserts in the last chapter of the 

A: This is historically.. .the act of uniformity which Queen Elizabeth had passed: 
you can see her hard at work trying to sweep all doctrinal questions firmly out of 
sight, under the rug; and the only thing that she's interested in is in fact... 

S: The peace of the realm. 

A: The peace of the realm, her security, and order; this is all in the uniformity.... 

S: Yes. I mean, the Politiqu^p, the most famous of whom was Bnriin, stated 

that theoretically before Elizabeth's time; there the question arose earlier. But 
Rousseau believes...well, if you take a man like Locke : Locke of'course takes it for 
granted that the commonwealth will be Christian; w ill be Christian, not natural 
religion. And then he has only...he excludes, naturally, atheists, and all non- 
Christians. But he excludes then also, on intra-Christian grounds, Catholicism, be¬ 
cause subject to a foreign sovereign, the Pope. This was, I think, the settlement 
established in 1688: 1 mean, so to speak, unlimited tolerance for any Protestant 

sects, but that's the limit. And Rousseau goes of course much beyond that: Rousseau 
demands only recognition of the natural religion; but he demands that. I mean, there • 
is no...an atheist, a frank atheist, would be impossible in Rousseau's republic; that 
is clear. I mean, I say a frank atheist, because if, perhaps like i-i. de Wolmar in 

who goes to church regularly, and no one except his wife blows of his beliefs, 
that would not be cognizable under the law. 

A: One t hing I have trouble with here: thus far Rousseau hasn't completely given us 
his new aiderstanding of...you know, this modern republic and that thing, hut he has 
made a distinction between society and societies or states and things. Jhen he is 
speaking here of society, can you take this .in a generic sense, or should you take it 
in a specific sense? 

L: The society; what can this possibly mean in Rousseau except the individual civil 
society? 

A: The individual one; so that it magri « that each individual civil society could 
have—if there wore three or four—they could have different cults? 

S: Yes, external cults. Bit what is truly required on the basis of natural right as 
Rousseau understands it, or of the principles of political right, as he would say, is 
the natural religi on . The natural religion, which means only certain beliefs, and 
these beliefs as stated by the Savoyard Vicar. Now, external worship is necessary; 
after all, there must be some functions. I mean, say, when the meeting of the 
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sovereign is opened, there must be some religious statement—end this is external cult. 
This is not prescribed sufficiently by the natural religion; that depends entirely on 
the decision of the sovereign. 

A: But above all, this external cult cannot have intolerance in it, for instance, as 
part of the rules.... 

5: Regarding beliefs, no; but.the actions, the external actions, yes. 

A: Given his naturalistic side, or his parochial...his requirements for a homogeneity 
and uniqueness, a limited closed society, it seems to me that this natural religion is 
sort of insipid. It couldn't fulfil those demands, wouldn't be like the gods of the 
cities in classical times. That is, it wouldn’t give the city the patriotic focus 
that would be needed. 

S: You mean, in other words, if there are no national gods. Yes, sure; that would 
be.. .Rousseau discusses it quite frankly in the chapter on civil religion: this cannot 
i be done any more. And the reason why Rousseau is satisfied with it, and accepts it 
not only as, so to say, historic necessity, is because he thinks the ancients went too' 
far; because they increased unreasonably hostility between the various states. 

A: I thought perhaps this openness toward polytheism that you mentioned earlier, or 
not excluding that, would.... 

{ 

j S: Yes, you can say that...at the limit of Rousseau, such a thing comes to sight; but 
1 1 believe he never regarded this as a serious possibility. We have to go on now. In 
the sequel, on page 259, bottom, following, he speaks of the connection between preju¬ 
dice and pride to...Agreat theme of Hobbes; meaning, this is essential. The belief 
in the trutn of one's own revelation or in one's own group's chosenness, this is the 
core of prejudice, snd is based on pride. As I said, a thought very dear to Hobbes . 

He develops then in the sequel his criticism of revelation, in showing its 
strict absurdity: that all men's eternal bliss should depend on revelation is unjust; 
is unjust, because of the difficulty of most men becoming aware of that revelation. 

The other point which he makes here I only...we cannot read everything; that is 
impossible. All revelation, he contends, 'depends for everyone, except the original 
prophet, cn human testimony. On human testimony: the individual believer does not 
know of that revelation except through tradition, i.e. except throu gh human testimony; 
end so he cannot judge of it except by examining that human authority. that noans 
that historical criticism of the whole tradition and of the sources of revelation 
themselves becomes the condition of rational faith, ibid that means the large majority 
of men, who are incapable of that, will never have rational faith; and for the others 
it will also be an infinite task, because once a certain issue is settled, new findings 
are made—think what is going on in Biblical scholarship «n the time: you know, find¬ 
ings in the Hear Hast, and then these scrolls in the desert now—this in an infinite 
job to solve all difficulties, and therefore there can never be any genuine certainty. 
These are well known themes discussed in the 18th century, and they are here restated. 
And one argument, which is also connected with that, at page 262, para 2. 

A: "'When the authenticity...the true means of persuasion.'" 
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S: And he goes on and develops at this point; the doctrine is to be proven by mira¬ 
cles, and the miracles themselves are in need of proof; and this is a circle, and can 
never lead to a satisfactory solution. I do not go now into the inwg question. These 
arguments were of course very well known and they were answered by theologians, espe¬ 
cially the Archbiship of Paris in his reply answers to these arguments. 

A: I was Just curious to notice that now he says we must study the laws of chance and 
probability; and before he said the laws of chance w>d probability couldn't convince 
him regard in g creation, regarding the lack of creation. 

S: I do not know precisely to what you refer. 

A; In the first half of the Profession of Faith, he said that no matter how much those 
who did not believe in creation would argue on the ground of the laws of probability, 
of fortuitous...wouldn't convince him; and now he says we have to go into it. 

S: Oh, I see. I t hink you are right, but I don’t remember the other passage. If you 
are right this would i ndicate another difficulty in the first part of the argument. 

A; Isn't he saying now we would have to go into it; if we were going to pay attention 
to miracles we would have to go into chance and probability? He already previously 
indicated his disincli n ation to the science of probability, and that only reinforces 
his determined sentiment to brush aside miracles al l these complicated.... 

S; Yes, but what is the precise question which he has in mind, wh-ich is not suffi¬ 
ciently developed by him? 

A; The Resurrection. 

S; Bo, any miracles would be an example. In the Resurrection, there would be the 
special question of the variety of the reports, that was the point. But regarding 
miracles in general, a miracle is am event which cannot be understood as a natural 
event; and now, how...I mean , this was traditionally, was generally accepted. The dif¬ 
ficulty arose in modern times in this form: how is it possible to establish what is 
naturally possible or not, given the imperfect character of our knowledge of nature? 
This was the argument as it came to the fore in the 17th century, and not before. 

Before, the notion was implied, we know substantially what is naturally possible or 
not. But this, with the new science, and in a way the implied provisional character 
©f fill we know at a given time, how can we imow whether, with the future progress of 
natural science, somet h i ng which is now declared to be naturally impossible may prove 
to be naturally possible—this, I t h i nk , is the point—and therefore there is no abso¬ 
lute cert ain ty; and then the question of probability arises here. The question of 
probability also arises regarding witnesses. Bow, how reliable are the witnesses; how 
good observers were they, you know, and *b-ia of thing; there you would have to 
weigh probability, this t h i ng w hic h in all historic questions is of course quite true; 

I mean, did Caesar win that battle for this and this reason? You have certain conflict* 
ing reports; weig h i ng this is an element of probability which comes in. If wr. Seltzer 
is right in his point—we cannot figure that out now—than it would of course also »i»>Va 
questionable his early teleological argument. Because if a machanj explanation of 
the genesis of the universe is only highly improbable, it is not impossible, do you see 
that? That would be the implication. You may be right; surely go into that. 
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Now, let us go on. Here he discusses...there is a discussion between the in¬ 
spired and the reasoner. The inspired is the believer in revealed religion, and the 
reasoner is the philosopher. I do not know what the example is which he discusses; I 
don't remember that that is. This is a brief discussion in which he tries to show, 
make clear what the fundamental issue is. i de cannot go into that now; let us turn to 
page 273, para 2. This is' the other point which he makes: this was taken up by 
to.. Nicgorski last time. 1 ' where is that? Towards the end of the para, where he speaks 
of the cruel dogma of intolerance. 

A: '"It will be my business to make religion....sink lower than I am."' 

5: How, let us stop. He admits here that he exercises a certain reserve—that's the 
French word—a certain reserve which is obvious; because he is after all a Catholic 
priest, without believing in the truth of Christianity. That requires surely a lot of 
reserve on his part. How, in the note here, read the beginning of that note. 

A: "The duty of following and loving the religion of our country...." 

S: Yes, let us stop here. This means, of course...this duty exists for all men: all 
men are obliged to follow and love the religion of their country whatever that religio: 
mav be. that is, of course, the implication; and. this is surely incompatible with any 
preference for any religion on grounds of truth, naturally. The strictly political 
view. I mean, this is surely a civil obligation, an obligation on political,.civil 
grounds. 

A: But it would be obvious that this contradicts itself in a way, because if you are 
obliged to love the religion of your country on purely positive or conventional ground 
you love conventionally that which asserts that it is true, and it sort of contradicts 

S: I see. Yes, but, all right: what does this mean? Very good; but how do you argue 
from this point on? 

A: Nell, obviously the love is the love in quotes. 

3: No, you must first make a distinction: either the man is aware of the untruth, or 
he is not aware of it. If he is not aware of the untruth, no difficulty arises: he 
embraces the religion of his country as the true religion. If he is aware of it, the 
Vicar shows you what to do. 

A: Emile will be aware of it. 

S: Now, here,_tbe Vicar—we don't have to ascend so high—what about the Vicar: what 
does he do? /&: Obeys externals^ He obeys externals, exactly. Or we can also say, 
if you want to use a harsh word, hypocrisy: hypocrisy on the basis of those who know.; 
Now, page 274, 2nd para. ; 

A: "'By young friend, I have now...perhaps you will be the last." 

S: "you will perhaps be the only one to which I ever will make it." You see, he kept 
it close in his chest. Only young Rousseau has ever heard it. 
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A: "'As-long as there is any true faith...trouble^.qaiet souls..." 

S: The "quiet souls" are those who cannot distinguish between truth and untruth in 
religion. 

A: "'...nor scare the faith of the ignorant..." 

c_ 

S: "of the simple,” he says. 

A: "'...of the simple with problems which they cannot solve..." 

S: "with difficulties which they cannot solve." 

A: ’"...with difficulties which cause them....on which they think they rest.'" 

S: So, that is the situation here: the ordinary certainties which were sufficient 
hitherto ere no longer reliable; and therefore only the trunk mist be preserved, i.e. 
the natural religion, that which, viewed from the Vicar's point of view, is the teach¬ 
ing of reason. In the next para, which is very long, towards the end, he says, "I 
always remain as I am"——do you have that passage?——"out of fear that insensibly the 
taste for contemplation becoming an idle passion makes me lukewarm regarding the exer¬ 
cise of my virtues, and from fear to fall again into ay first pyramism," i.e. skepti¬ 
cism, "without finding again the force to leave it." So the Vicar is surely not a con 
templative man; he is not a philosopher. This is also clear. 

A: Rousseau said something very like this in one of the Ppyariss- when he says why he 
is not going to reason.... 

S: Yea, but in that part of the the is a complicated book—in that 

part where he identifies Mmaaif with the Profession of Faith; but the argument goes 
on; one cannot leave it at that. But this would take us too long now. iv'ow, the next 
para is again very important. 

A: "'If ay reflections lead you to think....to the religion of your fathers..." 

S: what is that religion? A: Calvinism? 

S: Calvinism: that's the advice given by a Catholic priest. Yes. 

A: "'...and follow it in sincerity of heart..." 

S: How can he do that on the basis of what he has just learned? Go on. 

A: .and'never forsake it...more satisfying to the reason." 

S: Again, a Catholic priest says that. And so, in other words, while prea ching sin¬ 
cere belief, he doesn't practice it, to put it mildly. Yes. 

A: "'Do not trouble about the cost of the journey, that will be provided for you." 

S: You see, he is not entirely bereft of practical sense. Yes. 
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A: ’"^either do you fear....presumption to profess ary faith hat that..." 

S: "gay other religion except that in which one is bam." 

As "'...while it is treachery...the faith we profess."’ 

S: Is this not remarkable? I mean, you see, he was bom a Catholic; but he surely 
does not practice sincerely the religion which he professes—unless he gives this in¬ 
terpretation, that the important meaning of Catholicism as well as of any other relig¬ 
ion is to be a decent human being, and this wholly regardless of what he believes. 
Y;eli, this he claims to do. How, go on; no, that is all we need. So, 1 think this 
shows the moral or human problem very clearly, without question. Then there follows a 
very long note of extreme importance, which we cannot read, unfortunately. Nov, what 
is the point 9 Here Rousseau does no longer take issue with revealed religion, but 
with the philosophers of his time. Read perhaps the beginning. /Page 276, n. lj/ 

A: "The rival parties attack each other...deal with all of them..." 


S: Vmch are these two parties? 

./inaudible exchange. To the effect that the two parties were the philosophers and the 
theologians^ 


A: 


"...it is difficult, enough....errors among the partisans of philosophy..." 


5: He calls it "parti philosophiste," the philosophistic party: an obviously deroga¬ 
tory term. He does not agree with the philosophers; you will see why. 

A: "...is to contrast a nation....quite a different face upon the matter." 


S: Do you understand that? '.That is the difference between Rousseau and the philoso- 
phistes of his age? The philosophistes believe a nation of philosophers is possible, 
a nation of fully rational men is possible. And there he sincerely disagrees with 
them; and therefore the whole problem of the civil religion, which doesn’t arise for 
the others. I mean, the others were perfectly.. .the very simple view; you have an 
enlightened despot, like Frederick the Great, or Katherine II of Russia, and she per¬ 
mits all philosophers to believe and not to believe, to express their unbelief as they 
j see fit, and this is fine; and he uses religion in a simply cynical manner, for keep- 
j ing the people in obedience. This is of course called an enlightened despotism. There 
‘ may be the prospect of an eventual enlightenment of the people, but that is not essen- 
tial. And Rousseau, as a lover of political liberty, rejects enlightened despotism; 
and therefore he raises the question, how can one have a free people? A free unbeliev¬ 
ing people is impossible. Thence there must be a belief; and this belief is—in the 
> best case—natural religion as described. That is the context. In the sequel he speaks 
of Barle: i 

"Bayle has very well proven that fanaticism is more pernicious than 
atheism, and this is undeniable; but what he has not taken care to say, 
and what is no less true, is that fanaticism, although sa ngu i nar y and 
cruel, is nevertheless a grand and strong passion which elevates the 
heart of man, which makes him despise death, which gives him a prodigious 
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ressort—spring—and which one has only to direct better in order to 
draw from it the most subline virtues." 

j In other words, this sane.. . 3avle belonged to that sane camp. Eayle was the first who 
asserted in public the possibility of an atheistic society—a great event in the his¬ 
tory of Western thought. In other words, he stated for the first tine openly what 
Hobbes had implied; and this was.... Rousseau says, no: you will not get that; what 
you will get by an atheistic society is a degradation of men. A degradation of men; 
and therefore the ph i losophers are wrong; the attempt to enlighten the people will leac 
to a degradation of the people. This, I think, was surely Rousseau 1 a view. There are 
some difficulties here, but we don't have to, we cannot take up n o w, 

| A: Nietzsche in a way surely shares this view about modem philosophy. Rousseau says 
| later "assaults the people's life." 

j S: Yes; one of the, perhaps the greatest historical injustice rh Kietr-geha com- 
mitted was never to make clear how he owes to Rousseau. They have very mirVi -in 
| common also. And he detested so much Rousseau what he stood for, that he neglected 
I to e m ph a si ze that his position is unintelligible except as a reply to Rousseau above 
I all. Surely. 


SKD OF TAPE SIDE ONE. 


A: ...atheism, could ons defend the position that the consequence should be followed; 
and, in other words, isn't part of Rousseau's moral teaching defensible from the athe¬ 
istic point of view, the strictly, look into your conscience rather the development 
of conscience from amour-propre, and so forth, and the recognition politically of 
the conscience as such...? 

S: But what does this mean? I mean, 1 don't understand that. Because there is in the 
first place an erroneous conscience; and then the question is, what is the right of 
the erroneous conscience. The Anglo-Saxon countries have been extremely liberal in 
this respect, if you t h i nk of the case of conscientious objectors, but one can also say 
they were never' in such dire danger as the continental nations were. And one doesn't 
kno w, what would happen to conscientious objectors in the case of an extreme emergency 
is hard to say. But so, the question of...what does it mean, precisely? 

A: 1 thought that Rousseau himself believes that there is a conscience which can tell 
a man what to do. 

! S: Since you say you believe it, I say I do not believe it. I think what Rousseau 
i means by belief, that is...what the Savoyard Vicar, especially says, but this,for Rous— 
j seau, as i have tried to explain more than once, on the basis of what we have read, 
morality emerges through a transformation of self-preservation, amour de soi, via 
amour-propre, and pity, you know enlightened compassion. This is that. But enlight¬ 
ened compassion, this is not simply.... I mean, you have a criterion here: is this 
, really e n l i ghtened compassion whic h induces you to favor this action or not? I mean, 
!you c anno t merely say my conscience tells me, period; that's impossible. 
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A: Ihe thing is, what I'm flffkiwg as whether enlightened compassion, then, isn't athe¬ 
istic, or has no connection, or no necessary connection with religion as such. 

S: I can only say, there are two moralities: there is a morality which Rousseau pre¬ 
sented urior to the Profession ok Faith, which is surely atheistic.; and there is the 
morality implied in the Profession of Faith, which is thaistic. AnC- this question we 
have been aj ng all the time: is the Profession of Faith Rousseav' s own teac h i n g, 

or is it'only the teaching of the Savoyard Vicar? And as I understand Rc/-c?eau, this 
plea of conscience in the way in which the Savoyard Vicar raises it is not ic-^ble; 
because interpreted, the conscience as Rousseau understands it means, is enlight»vsd 
compassion. And that is a very complex thing whose origin we have discussed; but waich 
mates, then, enlivened compassion, meaning mere compassion, will not do: then yoc 
have a compassion with a condemned criminal which is unenlightened, because you do nov 
take into consideration the victims of the cr imina l» The only t hin g one could say re— 

! garding the statement of Bavle is this, that Bavle admits what Rousseau doesn't mention 
? here, that the concern with glory—and also, of course, glory of one's country would 
I be, could be as effective in atheists as in non-atheists; and therefore there could be 
a patriotic motive there as well. But Rousseau's objection is probably that this de¬ 
sire for glory will not be effective in a sufficiently powerful way in the majority 
of men; and therefore if there are no religious sanctions for politically or socially 
good actions, they will not come forth. 

A: You the thing, perhaps, about enlightened compassi on , that is would not 

be strong e n oug h . 

S: Yes, I so; I that is what he means. Now, let us see. Tae have to con¬ 

sider a few more passages. If you turn to page 278, the 4 th para, in the note. He 
tells here a story about the Persians. 

A: "Must I think tha t the idea....very much at their ease..." 

S: "that these" —meaning the tyrants—"would be very much at their ease." 

A: "...and they would be freed from the care of appeasing the wretched?" 

5 . —from which they would not be if they believe in this punishment after death. Yes 
A: "But it is false to say..." 

S: No: "It is therefore false to say." 

A; "...that this doctrine is hurtful; yet it would not be true." 

S: No: "It is therefore false that this doctrine -is not damaging, harmful; hence it 
would not be true." This is what he says; now, what does it m ea n ? The doctrine of 
punishment after death, the denial of punishment after death is harmful, and therefore 
that denial is untrue. Namely...what is the premise? On the basis of the principle 
which is accepted by the Vicar, that the truth is not harmful to man. Only on this 
basis—a rather, complicated statement. ne must now jump quite a bit if we want to do.. 
well, in the sequel he states the situation roughly* simply: there is no alternative 
between the crudest egoism on the one hand, ana the belief in God and otherlife on the 
other. Let us turn to page 281, the 3rd para. 
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A "What'. iiust I abdicate., .gained has been won by force or guile;" 

S: Let us stop here. That is, I think, the strongest remark he makes about his educa¬ 
tion of young Emile. He has been educated through force—the greater force of the 
tutor then the pupil—and by guile; and,this was necessary in order to bring about 
perfect freedom from prejudice. That confirms what I said at the beg inning , and quite 
a few of you disagreeing with me, that prejudice is natural. More simply, in this 
case—do you remember, we discussed the case—can a child disti n guis h between willin g 
and non-willing objects; between human beings who wish to harm him and the chair which 
does not wish to harm him. anrf I denied that; and I said therefore since it is so, 
since the child c anno t distinguish between willing and non-willing beings, he becomes 
necessarily, if left to himself, in Rousseau's sense, superstitious; and all these 
, elements of pride and anger and so, of which he spoke, by natural necessity arise in 
t the child. Apa therefore it is necessary to counteract that by force and by guile. 

| I believe thia passage is crucial for the understanding of the whole thing. 

A: Wouldn't the result of that then be that the savage, not in a tribe, but the savag“ 
left to himself would of necessity not be good? 

S: Of course not: Rousseau said—we have found that—after he has paid the great com¬ 
pliments to the savages, he said they are cruel, period. Sure, there is no question. 

I mean, the statement maa is by nature good, this big slogan, as it were, written in 
golden letters, needs a very long interpretation in order to bring, so that one can 
bring out what it exactly means* fcian is by nature good for Rousseau no more thr 

j that mpn caw within limits 'bring about, establish a good society without recourse to 
! divine revelation. That is the simple practical meaning. 

A: Th e religion of the Savoyard Vicar: is this not suitable for Emile? 

) 

S: Oh, that is the thing; that is the only thing by.... 

A: That is suitable for Emile. Js: YeSj7 Then the Savoyard Vicar is as E m il i an in 
his character as Emile himself. He came to have and his c h aracter by ’ 

chance, without Rousseau, without the tutor there using force and guile; here this mar 
came from poverty and so forth, and went through a very peculiar road. 

S: I really don't see the difficulty. 

A: I mean, if a few Emiles emerge in a society by ch a n ce.... 

S: No, Rousseau would say there are quite a few Emiles; I mean, not everyone, but 
quite a few. But there are not sufficient tutors like Rousseau around; and not enough 
parents who would entrust their children to such a paragon of educators, that is the 
point. 

A: But it is the role of the philosopher that is.... 

S: Yes, well, Rousseau is in this sense a philosopher. 

Now, one statement regarding the situation as a whole, on page 293, para 4, in the 2ax 
half of this para. 
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A: "If I introduce him into society....necessary to a civilised man..." 

5 : Oh, God: "to and to the citizen." You see how incredible that M.A. is—I 'say 
th-is as a comfort to those among you who are not h.A's. And what is that, the art most 
necessary to sum and the citizen? 

A: "...the art of living among his fellow-men." 

3 : "to know how to live with his similars," literally. Here, that is the key passage: 
the art Ah the man, the human being, has to learn is identical with the art which 
the citizen to learn. You remember the statement at the beginning of the antago¬ 
nistic character of the man and the citizen? They have now been united. They have now 
been united; and how have they become united? i&at was the machine or the instrument 
which made possible the union of man and citizen? 

i A: The Profession of Faith. 

i 

' S: The Profession of Faith, sure. Well, very simply j/blackboard^: what is the dif¬ 
ference between maw and the citizen? lian—I mean man in the fullest sense, the highest 
development—is a being who lives purely rationally, without any prejudices whatever. 

The citizen necessarily has prejudices. Therefore no union. But Emile is now trans¬ 
formed into a citizen because he has become subjected to prejudices, but to the most 
reasonable prejudices, to the min-imai prejudices, without which political life is not 
possible.. So tfrjg is where we stand now. How, in the sequel—we approach only now 
today's assignment, but a few things at least must be said about that. Now finally, 
he enters society, end that becomes absolutely necessary because he is about to, he is 
supposed to marry very soon; he must meet women, girls, in otder to find the one best 
for him, who is provisionally called Sophie—wisdom. So, to set up an ideal, wh ic h 
a priori depreciates almost every woman whom he is going to meet—it makes him immune 
to the wiles of the fair sex—that is Rousseau's notion of how to do that. How here in 
this connection, page 294, in the first para. We won't read the whole; let us read the 
2 nd half of that para. 

A: "No matter that the person I describe...who might have attracted him;..." 

S: Namely, this object which I will paint to him will disgust him of those who might 
tempt him. Well, it is of course based on a certain difficulty, because whatever the 
defects of the women he may meet might be—and I have no doubt that they will be con¬ 
siderable—they are alive; and this one is not alive. And this we must never overlook. 

A: "...it is enough....fancy than with the object of it." 

I S; Let us stop here at the moment. True love is delusion—Emile ceases to be without 

I prejudices in more than one respect. 1 mean, he is in a way also protected a g a in st 

1 true love—or is this wrongly understood? No, I am sorry; I just said it wrongly. 

; Just as he is undergoing a prejudice first in the case of sitting at the feet of the 

Savoyard Vicar, he is now undergoing another prejudice, by becoming subject to the de- 
; lusions of love. Thi« is a parallel event. Lid I make it clear now? I garbled it at 
’ first. Youknow, these are parallel events, this submission to religion and the submission 
i to the delusions of love. Both fulfill the same function: both make possible the union 
! of mgn and the citizen. The citizen as citizen is of course married—I mean, some 
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f empirical evidence as to the existence of bachelors no twiths tending" —i. e. the normal 
citizen is of course married. And then he takes up—well, we must disregard now what 
he says about sex here, all that: it is by no means uninteresting; but we cannot go 
into that—we must turn to the broad subject which is, taken up on page 305, or there¬ 
abouts, and that is taste. Now, he is to enter society, find society; society, in 
which it is most important to be a man of taste. And this is an occasion for Rousseau 
to develop his though ts about taste. We night perhaps read-let me see; that is too 
long. Now, what is the key point. What is the key point; can you repeat that, 
hr. Boyan? 

A: About taste? Well, in form it's just like will. When it's ge n e r alized.... 

S: Tea, but what is taste, in contradistinction to will? 

A: Oh, yes: taste concerns what is pleasing to us, not what's necessary to us. 

S: Or useful, yes. Taste exercises itself only on indifferent things, or at most, of 
interests of amusement, not on those ■wring* which have a relation to our needs. To 
judge our needs, taste is not necessary; mere appetite suffices. Perhaps we read a 
bit; the para after this. ^?age 305, para 6*/ 

A: "Taste is natural to men; but do not possess it in the same degree..." 

S: Now, go over to the next para. 

A: "In the latter case it is no longer true...the taste of the majority." 

S: Meaning in a corrupt society, g en e r ally speaking. 

A:. "Why is this?....will always secure the most votes.” 

S: Yes, that is indeed a parallel, as Mr. Boyan has said. If each follows generally 
his own judgment, then there is, there would be no badness, and there would be no bad 
taste. The trouble is that fashions, opinions, intervene which destroy our judgment 
regarding the useful as well as regarding the agreeable or beautiful. By nature the 
good taste is the taste of the great number, Rousseau says. Now, there are, of course, 
great difficulties which Rousseau tries to dispose of. Let us turn to page 307 , 2nd 
para. 


Ac "These are the elementary....to any one who would help them;...” 

S: "who would wish to be useful to them." 

A: "...you must-please them...make men hear the truth." 

S: Now, this is of course very important for understanding Rousseau's whole literary 
activity. After all, he was a caster of the art of writing. Now, what does he mean? 
Taste is required in order to please men; not to repel them. And this is necessary for 
the art of writing the truth, .let us reflect on this for one moment. Look at our pres¬ 
ent social science. Well, that is not said out of any malice, but only in order to... 
although the appearance of malice cannot be avoided. Now, obviously, they don't write 

I 

I 


I 
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veil; and they don’t even try to. Why Is that? tfhat is the root of that? It is not 
mere incompetence; it has a more fundamental reason: because they do not address men 
as men; they address only the members of a profession, you see. As little as plumbers 
as plumbers would be concerned with expressing themselves beautifully, as little can 
you say this of social plumbing, if one can call it that way. No, social engineering 
is said; and the difference of engineering and plumbing is one of degree rather than... 

a: Sometimes they, call it sanitary engineering. 

3: Still, would this not be closer to plumbing proper? Yes. Now what is this art of 
writing? uhat has Rousseau in mind? Ee doesn't develop it, because he can simply 
count on some knowledge of what good writing is on the basis of French classical lit¬ 
erature, and ultimately classical literature proper. In other words, one would have 
to read or reread Gicerq 1 s rhetorical writings to get a notion of what was tradition¬ 
ally understood by good writing. One can make very amusing experiences to that; for 
example, I mean, variety: one traditional notion was good writing means among other 
things, also eoniose dicere. copiously to speak, i.e. you have to have a reasonable 
variety of expression, because variety in itself is pleasant. I don't think that this 
is a rule belonging to the highest order of writing, but for practical purposes it is 
very important; and you see it when you see the present-day slang: the amazing absence 
of variety. I mean, even...as some of you might have guessed, I observe from time to 
time TV—and not only western movies, but also political speeches—and the amazing 
poverty of adjectives.. .1 mean, for example, everything good is called by everyone 
"tremendous." Is this not true? I mean this, I think, ia not good. I remember one 
point which I have frequently referred to in class, which impressed me because it was 
of an entirely different kind, told by Kiss Perkins in her book on Roosevelt . The 
Roosevelt I Knew: and whatever one may think of some policies of F.L.R., this surely 
was a great compliment to him. She elaborated a statement for him—you know, ghost¬ 
writing—on some social welfare things on which she was much more competent than he 
was, and she ended with a sentence: "We want an all inclusive society." Roosevelt 
accepted the whole speech, with one change, the last one: "we want a society where no 
one is left out." That showed his sense of languages: it is infinitely more powerful. 
But generally speaking, one can say that what is meant, something which attracts atxen- 
tion and which keeps attention alive. Now if you address readers who are bound by 
their Hippocratic oath to wade through everything, you might write, then you have no 
incentive to take care of it, of course. This is what Rousseau means, I think: the. 
writer must be agreeable to the readers not so much by what he says—for the truth is 
not necessarily pleasant—but how he says it. And this is even the duty of every 
teacher. I think that is what Rousseau understands. Now, he develops this theme more 
fully by speaking of the superiority of the classics as masters of style. Ue might 
read on page 309, the 2nd para. 

a: "Speaking generally Emile....no real advance in human reason...” 

S: 'Vio progress," "no true progress of. reason." 

A: "...for what we gain in one direction...worth our while to ask this question." 

S: Rousseau seems to imply agriculture has not changed, i.e. the culture of the mind 
has not changed. This is very important to keep in mind: Rousseau questions progress 
in the decisive respect. The preponderant view at that time was surely progress, and 
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based os a simile used by Pascal , for example, but steaming from a medieval writer—I 
do not know tie nama —that of course the great writers like Aristotle were greater than 
we dwarfs, but we dwarfs are sitting on the shoulders of these giants, and therefore we 
can see further ahead, and then the famous fact, which is undeniable, that today at 
least high school boys can solve mathematical problems with ease which Archimedes could 
not solve—you know, this seems to.... But Rousseau says, the high school boy does not 
by this very fact become an Archimedes; he has learned what Archimedes had to acquire. 

And this was of course a much greater point. So in the decisive respect, man starts at 
every time at the same point. I believe in the age of h istoricism this is something 
which one must not forget. How, the sequel is of utmost importance. Ue can perhaps 
read some of them, if you will turn to page 310, in the 3rd para. 

A: "The better to unfold.. .with his own manners. 

"There are professions which seem....thinking of. In a certain country—" 

S: "in certain cou ntries ." 

A; "...before to-morrow I should certainly be...and every kind of virtue." 

S: In other words, in a corrupt society, where you cannot accept any office without 
doing exactly that. Now the next para. 

A: "In the same way, if I were rich...harsh and pitiless to all besides,..." 

5 ; And sc on. The next para. 

A: "But in one respect....anything but what he is." 

S: Now, let us read the beginning of the para after the following. 

A: "I should also keep as close...more real I shall find them." 

i 

S: Read the last sentence of this para, please. 

A: "If I wished to taste...where they are produced." 

S: 2nd half of the next para. 

A: "I shall stay in one place....the pleasures of the dance." 

S: Tea; there are many more passages: let me see whether there is any one which seems' 
to be particularly good. Later on, he says—I wish I knew where that was—it is prob¬ 
ably page 313, at the top of the page, v&at do you read there? 

A: "No tedious flunkeys...complain of the length of our dimer." 

S: No, this is.... In other words, the unpleasantness of servants or lackeys; that is 
not the passage which I meant. I do not know exactly where it is: "However I might 
change by becoming rich, in one point I would change never: if I had neither morals 
nor virtue, I at least would preserve some taste, some, sense, sensitivity, some deli¬ 
cacy." 
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A: That is on page 315, bottom para. 

S: Yes; that we read. Turn to page 319 at the end of the 2nd para. 

A: "Whatever you do, you cannot...the flavour of your game." 

S; Yes; in other words, it is extremely imprudent to oppress the lower classes. The 
beginning of the next para. 


A: "Again, monopoly destroys pleasure." 

S: "The exclusive pleasures are the death of pleasure." Yes. 

A: "Real pleasures are those which we share with the crowd..." 

S: "with the people." 

A: "...we lose what we try....of the pleasure of a walk;" 

S: Yes; now the para after the next. 

A: "You will say, no doubt..,.it is only social prejudice..." 

S: "only opinion," he says. But that it would be.... Yes. 

A: "...only opinion which makes everything....easier than it seems." 

S: "than to seem to be happy.” bell, really, I don't know what they do. Is she an 
Englishwoman? Mr. Morrison, you should write to the authorities there. Yes. 

A: "If he really desires to enjoy himself..." 

S: Ho, no: "The man of taste, and the truly voluptuous man, has no use for wealth; it 
is sufficient for him to be free and master of himself." Co on. 

£: "With health and daily bread...'Golden Mean' of Horace." 

S: Let us stop here. So, this is more or less the end of the 4th book. And he 
describes here morality, a certain morality—and the name of Horace is not altogether 
misleading. One can call this morality as here described—as it was called in the 18th 
century—refined voluptuousness, but genuine pleasure, not pleasures of 

vanity. Rousseau sketches in this part what one call an immoral morality—I mean 
immoral to the extent that it is in no way based on any sense of duty; no duty .enters 
here. It is emphatically natural, in accordance with nature; and the importance of 
i this fact derives from the fact that this follows on the Profession of Faith. You see _ 
now the structure of Book IV—no: Book III and IV we have to take together. /Blackboard/ 
You remember the ambiguity: which of these two books is central? Book III; Book . 

■ IV—let us call Book IV, IV (l) and IV (2). This is the Profession of Faith, and every¬ 
thing belonging to that. ' This is the morality of generalized compassion—you remember, 
we discussed this at some length: morality is generalised compassion, without any 
:^>asis in religion; because this explicitly prededes any religious education of Emile. 
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.And here we have another morality, which is not necessarily incompatible with that, 
but which is in its substance different from it: refined Sr>icureaniam . Both things 
have no religious basis whatever; and they surround this central part. I believe, in 
cy opinion, this proves that Rousseau was very much concerned with developing a 
strictly a—religious morality. This is the point nh you did not see—because one 
must always t hink - what went before—and the contrast between thi<< voluptuous refined 
Epicurea n is m and the preachings of the Savoyard Vicar is quite striking. Pardon? Whs' 
does this sound mean? 

A: I am sorry: it was an act of, a mark of hearty agreement. 

S: Oh, I see. well, that makes things easier. Sow, of course there are quite a few 

i t h i n gs which we had...the general statement about taste, at the beginning, on page 
i 305 to 306, is very important. I believe it would be—if anyone is interested in this 
kind of t ning —I believe it would be helpful for the understanding of Kant 1 s esthetics, 
Kant's doctrine of taste. If anyone is ever exposed to the necessity of studying that, 

he might very well co n sult these two pages. Thia remark is perfectly proper, ftr. dul¬ 

ler, because we are students of political science, only very accidentally can we 
be exposed to such a compulsion. 

A: Yes; I made a face only because I once looked at it. 

| S: At Kant. ^83^7 I think the problem is, the primary statement of the prob- 

: lea is the same here as in Kan£—the primary statement. So now, we have some time 
left, according to our liberal construction of what • h ma means; is there any point 
you would like to take up? 

A: Just to revive a question ve raised last time: does Emile need positive religion? 
You said that the Profession plays a role, and that we haven't really settled whether 
positive re l i g io n is urged upon Emile on the basis of the Profession. Now, I would 
suggest that in the passage immediately following the end of the Profession, on page 
27S.... 

S: Well, this is hard for me to find; but w hen he speaks of Orpheus, you mean? Is 
this in this context? 

A: No, that was after the first part; this is after the second part. 

S: Yes. "I have transcribed this writing," the beginning passage. JPa ge 27S, para 2, 

A: Yes. Now, in that passage, he says: "So long as we yield...in a state of nature. 

S: "in the institution of nature," which can of course...can it mean...? No; in 
French is cannot possibly mean instruction, as in Latin. Yes, it is "the state of 
nature," all right* Yea? . , 

A: Translating that as "in a state of nature," I would...the whole implication would 
be to me that natural religion is not sufficient for Emile because he is not educating 
him for a state of nature, as we soon find out. 
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S: Yes ard.no. Now, the fact that he uses the expression "1'institution de la nature," 
and not "I'etat de la nature" makes it...there is a question whether he means the state 
of nature proper, -ov, what does he have in mind? i.e have seen that throughout the 
education he was concerned with the future well-being of Lmile, and therefore, for 
instance, he taught him to become a carpenter, you remember, so that he could earn his 
livelihood if his family would lose their' money. So he has been educated without any 
prejudices; and he can live in any country from Lapland in the north to the Zquator in 
the south—you remember these statements; he is able to live anywhere. Hence, Cod 
maows in which sovereign's ra nd and hence religion he will have to live; he must be 
able to adapt himself to any such conditions. So now, since he does not believe in 
any positive religion, but only in the natural religion, which natural religion imposes 
on him the duty to adapt himself to the accepted beliefs—accepted positive beliefs—* 
he can live an;,-where. So, in other words, the natural religion is de .lure self— 

> "tHsre is no addition needed, nut de_fact^ there will always be an estab¬ 
lished positive religion, and therefore he...but only de facto : and one doesn't know 
what Rousseau thought, whether future developments in Hurope might not sway ^s |C 
de facto compulsion—that problem would be a long question. TM « is the way in which 
I would understand it. 

A: But t h is.. .nousseau says at the end of .the para that "X have no right to be his 
guide; he must choose for h i m self." This is with respect to anything, in addition to 
natural religion, iiow really, it's...Rousseau sounds somewhat moralistic here, that 
he cannot tell in whi c h positive religion; but isn't the point more the one that you 
have just developed, tnat necessity will tell him ^^ one, whichever country he hap¬ 
pens to be found in...? 

Yes, but you see, Rousseau is not 100)« clear and impTrhigmy ug regarding this matter; 
he is not clear and u na m b iguous regarding the whole matter, as we have seen. The first 
place, the great ambiguity created by the fact that it is not he who speaks, but the 
Savoyard vicar. and then the Savoyard Vicar is in a way discredited by the fact that 
ne nas certain moral taints: I mean, the point, in the first place, that he is a 
Ca tho lic priest and teaches Protestantism, and that in addition he had commited some 
unsavory t h i ng s in his youth——you remember?—all this kind of thing. 00 there is an 
aura of ambiguity about the whole, so that any special ambiguity ftfrrmi h nn t sumrise 
us too much. You are quite right: one can read this passage as saying that natural 
religion will not be sufficient; it will have to be supplemented by some positive 
religion, which is of course not divine positive—strictly speaking—but civil oosi— 
live. One can also with equal- right understand it to mean in fact he will find* in 
every country some positive reli g i o n established, you imow? I believe one could not 
decide it on the basis of this passage. The burden of the whole argument of the Savoy¬ 
ard Vicar, and also of the other statements of Rousseau in the last chapter, or the 
chapter before last, of the oocial Contrary, is: natural religion as described here, 
indispensable; and every addition is at least a questionable thing*—at least, if not 
simply bad. ind the argument.. .you remember the argument of the whole means that every 
revealed religion creates difficulties. . Eov then, on the other hand, of course, he is, 
he has said, confronted with the notion of an atheistic people, an atheistic society; 
then, he says, then I would prefer what he calls fanaticism, which »-a«r;g uncualified 
preference for a positive religion—that we have seen in this long note especially. 

1 mean, what is your difficulty? 

A: No, it's j?._J resolved. 
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5: x believe one cannot say more than that; because if he had any...I mean, you would 
not for one moment suggest that he has seize notion that there nay be one positive re¬ 
ligion which is true, which...? J^oJ Ho; it could only be political. 

on whether he felt some positive religion was 

going to be necessary for....' 

S: For practical purposes, yes; but not de jure . It would not be necessary. I think 
that is what he means, .x. inorrison. 

A: On the refined Epicurean thing, at tne end: did you imply that that was inconsist¬ 
ent with what the Vicar had been saying, or just that it was, you know, possibly 
another part...? 

S: Jell, perhaps not on the face of it, but in fact.... I mean, if you take the 
teaching of the Savoyard Vicar seriously, the union of body and soul, he says explic¬ 
itly, is violent, i.e. against nature. Sow, this whole way of life described in the 
last part is of course based on the principle that the union of body and soul is nat¬ 
ural. You know, this is not...the Catholic teaching is,of course.not that the union 
of soul a T^ body is unnatural:, that is the specialty of the Vicar, the specialty of 
the Vicar. Or, the Catholic gentleman here. Father Vaughan, am I correct that what the 
Vicar says, that the r>n of body soul is against nature, is not the Catholic 
teaching? bo, the Vicar...but let me first satisfy your question. Eow, if the union, 

I mean, to live as a human being, with body, is unnatural, how can there be any possi¬ 
bility to enjoy these pleasures of the simple meal, and the other things he mentions? 
This can only be grudging concessions, not more. Sow, ne does worse thing s t h a n enjoy¬ 
ing simple meals, as we have seen, but he does, he regards this as absolutely sinful, 
of course: that’s failings. Ko, I would say, generally spea k i n g I can only come back 
to my plan. Blackboard J The Savoyard Vicar’s section is preceded by an explicitly 

atheistic moral teaching. This is in fact atheistic; not explicitly—in fact. They 
are not identical, because here,generalized compassion; and here, refined epicureanism. 
Tnev are perhaps not so...even they are not simply compatible, you know? I mean, e'en 
these irreligious moralities are perhaps not simply compatible. But surely zhey are 
compatible to the extent to which they...because they have the same negative basis: 
non—religion. They are surely different from the morality as set forth here. I^mean, 
read simply what he...the way of life as it comes out from tne Savoyard Vicar's profes¬ 
sion of Faith is surely not one of a voluptuous, if reasonably voluptuous, life as 
something wholly unquestionable, but a life of duty. 

A: But I...it oasn't struck me. I can't go back to the pages off-hand, but... 

S: Jell, we don’t settle any question here finally; tnat's impossible. 3ecause we all 
would have to reread in order to make something absolutely sure. 

A: The way it did strike me was that this refined epicureanism was in fact compatible, 
in a sense, on a practical level, in fact compatible with either of the previous ones; 
and I wondered whether in fact it wasn't in the nature of a synthesis, as you might 
say: a thesis, antithesis, and.... 

j 

3: That I doubt; that I doubt. I mean, I regard it as most improbable; Dut I cannot, 
without going now, having gone again over the moral section in tne Froiession of . 
Faith, I cannot simply say you are wrong. 
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A: In particular, it would be in tile morality of the...in the Savoyard Vicar's thing: 
it didn't seen to me that the non-natural union of body and soul, which undoubtedly is 
there, had cuit^ the sort of terrible restrictive, extreme puritanical guilt complica¬ 
tions which would make it incompatible with.... 

S: Then I can only say, why did Rousseau make the Savoyard Vicar—s te air.st all, at least 
all Catholic precedent, and I suppose also against Catholicism, but there I am not so 
sure—say that the human life, based on union of body and soul, is unnarural? In other 
words, a kind of gnostic teaching, which in itself necessarily leads to extremely 
ascetic consequences, why did he go out of his way, as it were, to deviate from the 
teac hing of the church in this point of some importance? Nov;, come to think of it, I 
would say, now I am quite sure that I'm right, that he brought this, he emphasized this 
point of this assertion of the Vicar that the union of body and soul is unnatural in 
order to bring out the contrast regarding morality between the Savoyard Vicar, on the 
one hand, and these two moral teachings on the other. I would say...after all, you 
yould have to explain.. .you know, if he simply had reproduced a part and parcel of the 
traditional religious teaching, to that extent there would be no question. But when 
he deviates from the teaching, just as in the case of the non-creation: that matter is 
not created—you remember in this entirely different context we spoke of that: the 
official teaching is creation out of nothing; everything has been created by God. The 
Vicar says, No I—I exaggerate a bit, because he doesn't say it explicitly; he only says 
it in the form of a doubt—God and matter. God and matter; two principles—the liani- 
chean view. This -.anichean view is, of course, in itself the basis of a radical ascet¬ 
icism: you turn a .ay from matter as the evil principle absolutely towards the good 
principle. I think it would...in other words, his "i^nicheanism" would only give 
further support to what 1 said now. Pardon? You do not agree? 

a: I don't think that he does in fact .draw the ascetic conclusion. 

S: Of course not, explicitly—and it would also be very awkward for him, given the 
irregularity of his life, to emphasize that so strongly, you know? 

a: But he emphasized the duty part of it, which is tae other side of it. At this 
point you have reached the stage where—at the beginning of IV (B), as you might say— 
where you have reunited man and citizen; and at this point, of the two, the practical 
living as man and as citizen will be.... 

h: Yes, but the question is, is this so much a citizen point of view? Is this not a 
radically egoistic morality—if a refined egoism? Epicureanism, never forget, was an 
anti-political teaching; an unti-political teaching. But I am very glad you biing it 
up so that we see now many loose ends there are which we nave net cleared up. 

A: The Catholic theology positively considers the separation of body and soul as un¬ 
natural, and uses that as a reason for regulations. And so, you are right..., 

S: T h ank you very much; so I was right in this point, nr. Seltzer. 

A: Just to take up your point a^out III and IV being taken together—Book III and 
Book IV—this would go along with what we were talking about regarding the center. 

>;hen you look at Books I and II, simply externals, the number of pages are almost iden¬ 
tical with Book V; so that we have.... 
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3; 1 see; I didn't do it: I do not have the first.... At any rate, on the basis of 

the most superficial knowledge of the Hnile. one would say the core is the Savoyard 
Vicar, i.e. a part of Book 17; and on the otner hand, when we came to Book III, we saw 
that in a way this is explicitly said to be the central book; and I believe we have 
now the solution to this ambiguity—but we have at. Harrison's authority again. 

A: Certainly Book 17 is the literal center—the Profession of Faith, that is—but 
it's indicative of his emphasis on civil religion. 

S: Yes, both. But I think one must also take into consideration what precedes and 
what follows. And this, 1 would say, .(/blackboard/ 1 would say that's the center. 

A: X wanted to raise a counter-point. I would agree that this is a , that 

there is a here; I am a bit skeptical on building the central business too 

literally, because did the censors not slash great slices out of Books-1 and II, and 
didn't he complain about this? Didn't he complain in the Confessions that they had 
taken out large sections? 

3: That 1 do not re m em b er; and one would of course also have to know which sections; 
and even apart from that, one could rightly say that the point of view of the censor 
does not reveal the point of view of Rousseau* The censor could reveal what was re¬ 
garded as objectionable; but this could be on very different grounds: it could be on 
purely political grounds. For example, some things which might be misunderstood by 
the French court, and this kind of thing. I do not know; X think that is irrelevant, 
immaterial, and.... 

A: tfhat is not immaterial and irrelevant in this particular context is that this would 
alter the position of the center. 

S: Pardon? So.... 
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S: ...it \;&s not always easy to follow you, Hr. duller, and this had not only to do 
with the fact that you were so anxious to correct your manuscript, whi c h is of course 
a very sensible thing, but also a difficulty for us. Low, let me see; there are cer¬ 
tain very broad things which have not come out; perhaps we can bring them out now. 

How would you describe Rousseau's whole position regarding women, as presented here? 
we must make a distinction between Rousseau the man end Rousseau the writer: in other 
words, not his...his experiences which he describes in the that's one 

thing. 

A: I wasn't intending.... 

Si Yes, I know; well, what would you say i3 his theoretical view? 

A: It seems to me he idolizes them; he loves them; but it seems to me he has strong 
reservations; especially the passages at the beginning. j /fnaudible ji / • • *^ e Li kes t hem; 
he thinks tney are very nice, and charming. 

5: Sure; it is not a very paradoxical view in itself. Ho, but if you think of what 
Edmund Burke said a generation later—and I believe he had Rousseau in min d—he des¬ 
cribed a certain French morality, end he spoke in this connection of "a sour, gloomy 
medley of lewdness and pedantism." Now, I have often thougnt of it when I heard of 
psychoanalysis, which also seems to be such a mixture of lewdness and pedantism, from 
an old-fashioned point of view. In other words, how would you see the difference be¬ 
tween Rousseau and what is now accepted on the basis of the ordinary version of psycho¬ 
analysis? 

A: I don't think that only psychoanalysis, as I said, would dispel these superstitions, 
and I mean quite literally these superstitions, about insatiable desires, end so forth, 
which are certainly to be found in frontaigne . Rabelais, and all sorts of other good 
authors.... 


2: Including the modem ones. 

A: I think good judgment...maybe this age especially needs psychoanalysis for.... 

2: Bell, that is another matter; but if you look at it...I mean, something may be 
necessary and still be an evil; and some corruptions'might require medicines which 
would be wholly undesirable. But now, if you contrast Rousseau with the present-day 
writers on the subject, the scientific cr theoretical writers.... 

A: Well, just a general contrast of the different role that modem writers and Rous¬ 
seau would give to women. 

S: We would like to hear what, how you would describe this. 

A: Hoxi? uell, the woman in Rousseau's conception plays a somewhat secondary role, 
rather than an equal role that they play today. 

2: • bo in other words, Rousseau in a way accepts the traditional view of the inferior¬ 
ity of women—in a way. Yes, tnat is undoubtedly true. But if you look at it...but 
is it lewd? Cun one call this view lewd? 


Rousseau., 14 


Page 2 


a: No, I don't think, on...no: he says at times women can be monsters, but about as 
monstrous as they get is being coquettes, specifically, or.... 

5: Yes, but this is trivial. 

A: How Rousseau became a man, that is trivial, too. But I think he idolizes them. 

S: But is there not a vein of cynicism, of what one would ordinarily call cynicism, in 
Rousseau? 

A: I think it would go with idolizing them. 

S: Yes, that is what you said. He idolizes women, and the opposite is also there, say 
debunking, cynicism; both of them, surely. But if one...what is his front? That is 
always, I think, a helpful question, what does he oppose in this treatise? After all, 
every theoretical writer cannot help rejecting something with particular emphasis. And 
what is that view to which he objects? 

A: when you say theoretical, you don't mean that he.... 

3: I mean this is a tneoretical book, after all. 

A:. Yes. -ell, he doesn't oppose custom for women. 

o: No, that no, surely not. 

a: I mean, he wants certainly better education then they were given at the time. 

S: This is subordinate; but what is the overall objection? hr. Butterworth. 

A: Isn't it the falsity and the luxury, all the false that are put forth by 

the women? 

S: That is not precise enough. That is true, but.... 

A: , and the salon. 

S; Yes, surely; the morality prevailing in their age. But that is true, but not suf¬ 
ficient. nr. Scnrock. 

A: I was just thinking of the enlightenment, end the.... 

S: Exactly, against the . That is what you wanted to say? 

a: And another thing: in other words, the enlightenment from the sexual point of view 
also, toe equality that permits unchastity and even philandering. 

3: Yes, sure; but his front theoretically, I would say, is against certain vulgar 
enlight en m en t philosophy. He speaks frequently in this connection of the wrong view 
of the philosophers. 
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a: Yes, wnen he speaks of the enlightenment of our vices which...and the philosophy 
that might teach women to be equal in 

S: Yes; and &r. morrison. 

A: I was going to say something very similar. There is the notion of the assimilation 
of the sexes in the thing, which is very hard to get, which is connected with that. 

S: Yes, and so therefore also his attack on...his defense of decency, chastity, is 
very clear. That fits into the picture, you know; therefore the recourse to Rome, to 
republican Rome and Sparta, versus indecency, the elegant indecency of the age. That 
is surely the front which he takes, and that is in agreement with the general tendency 
for virtue against the emancipation of the lower things in man. Yes. 

A: But earlier he had praised the Republic as as a tract on the citizen, and there the 
equality of women is promoted, or Plato attempts to place women on a level with man. 

/S: I see. And—: If this is an attempt to preserve, if this discussion of women 
is an attempt to preserve the morality, to preserve the inequality, the subjection of 
women—I don't want to push this too far, but.... 

S: how please, don't hesitate. Make an error rather than keep us in suspense as to 
the trend. 

A: hell, I don't know whether that mention of the Republic was simply ironical,or' 
what, but.... 

S: But what are you driving at; what is the alternative which you see? Hitherto we 
have said Rousseau fights for a rather old-fashioned sexual morality against the phi¬ 
losophers of his age. 

A: And earlier he had praised the Republic as a tract on the development of the 
citizen. 

d: At the very beginning. /Tes.7 Yes, sure; but still, he doesn't say tha t Plato is 
right in every point. 

A: He says that the supposed community of women proves that people 

have never read flato, but that what is bad in Plato is the attack on the 

fsally. 

S: Isee. 'dell, we read this passage; that doesn't create any particular difficulty. 

A: Could two very simple extremes be put forth explaining Rousseau's position towards 
women? This idea of simplicity and purity, which he sets forth as ideals, almost—I 
was trying to follow a little bit earlier today that chimeric aspect of his writings; 
and these two things are always present—and then the other extreme would be impurity 
or indecency, and the opposite of simplicity. Js: Sophistication 7J Sophistication, 
yes, which is sort of...when you look at all his polemical writings, and even here— 
mainly here—it tends to be the biggest front and most obvious front, or at least his 
leading foot vhevever he makes an attack. 

5: Yes, that, I think, is correct. But may I just say one point regarding ijr. r.uller's 
paper: the empire of women. I wonder whether this would satisfy you: there is a bad 
empire of women—end that is the French drawing-room of the 18th century, or for that 
matter, the Roman empire under Augustus later—and then there is a natural empire 

of women, would tnis satisfy you? 

A: Yes, it would. I should have made that.... 
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3: would this dispose of the difficulty which you found, or the difference which you 
found, between the Haile and the /fesj ~] would this take care of 

that? Because you say there is a contradiction between the two writings regarding the 
rule of the two sexes, or the role of the two sexes. 

Ai Yes. /inaudible phrase regarding Tiberius/7 

1: That I do not know; that is a long story. But this reminds of a passage in hachi- 
ayelii , where he discusses the question of a hereditary monarc.iy or non-hereditary, 
where i-iachiavelii says, generally speaking the adopted sons who became emperors were 
superior to the natural sons, maybe we find this difficulty back when we turn to the 
text. There are only two more points 1 would like to mention. You did not put a suf¬ 
ficient stress an the difference between anile and Sophie regarding religion. You 
stated it, but you didn't state it with the necessary emphasis. And the last point, 
the passage which escaped me when reading it: the freest act of man, he 3ays, is the 
sexual act. That's indeed sometning to wonder, when we come to tne passage we will 
taka it up; because now we cannot go into that. Bow, Hr. Seltzer, you had a point? 

A: Host of it was covered; but in reference first to Schrock's point about equality: 
in a way, he talks about equality, and in a way tnare is an inequality, but it is cer¬ 
tainly a different kind.... 

5: well, you can say—how do they say it?—equal but different, .o, in other words, 
equality may mean equal and not different; but equality may also mean equal while dif¬ 
ferent. 

A: And also this would really...this is a primary contrast with the classics—say, 
Aristotle; Plato, too—because of the teleology; man's difference is uis capacity to 
reason. 

3: -.hich Rousseau, by the way, admits. But let us first state it very simply /black¬ 
board/: we nave one position .hich states: inequality equal to superiority, inferior¬ 
ity; and then there as another view, the modern view: equality unqualified, i.e. men 
and women are equal, there is no natural superiority or inferiority. Rousseau's posi¬ 
tion differs from botu: they are unequal, but in a way, there is no natural superior¬ 
ity. They are inequal—they are different would be a better way of putting it—they 
are different without being unequal. This one can roughly suggest. 

a: He starts to say that, but doesn't he go off, he spends a lot of time demonstrat¬ 
ing. ... 


3: Yes, that is true. But in a way it remains; but we must follow the argument in 
detail for that. 

which 

a: /inaudible/.. .trying to decipher the first few pages, / are about just this prob¬ 
lem, and I think I can - rgue just as well that they are unequal; wo...an ordinarily has 
a stronger point, in that she is a woman.... 

S: let us take this up coherently. This is very dark, 1 admit that, Row, 1 think we 
start best the discussion by referring to an earlier passage, in your translation page 
293 in the 3rd para, in which it is said—that was mentioned last time—that the sex¬ 
ual need is not a true need—you remember that—is not properly a physical need; it is 
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not true that this is a true need—in the middle of that para. And I explained this 
last time as follows: the only true need is self-preservation. So in other words, 
the radical asocial character of man requires that the., .demands from Rousseau tost he 
deny that the sexual need is a true need; because once you introduce that, you intro¬ 
duce the relation to procreation,in one wsy or another, to society. So, « is clear. 
And therefore a very great problem: where does this come in? «e bee,In perhaps on 
page 321. 

A: In the light of the passage you last cited, may I ask tnen about the passage on 
page 281, in the 1st part of the 2nd para, where he says, "Nature's due time....and 
the order of the world continue." I am wondering about that necessity of sex, yet 
not truly a true need. 

S: Yes, but still there would be...Rousseau has distinguished more than once the indi¬ 
vidual and the species. 1'he human individual, at any rate, is capable to free himself 
from the shackles of the species, that would be my answer. And I believe that thjg 
extreme statement to which I referred is much more characteristic of Rousseau and hi « 
whole position than the other one, which is the view of common sense, and which would 
|be admitted by everyone. You must not forget that in this whole doctrine—1 mean from 
jthe days of Hobbes on—this creates a difficulty: what is the status of the matrimon¬ 
ial or conjugal association? Traditionally that was no problem:, it is a natural as¬ 
sociation for the purpose of procreation of offspring; and the satisfaction of sexual 
desire as such was simply subordinated to this objective function. For Hobbes these 
relations are simply relations of lust—that is very interesting, lust —i. e. procrea¬ 
tion is accidental, wo to say a necessary accident following sexual union, but not its 
mea ning in itself. And Hobbes also goes so far then to say that as regards the right 
; over children, this is by nature in the mother, because she is the one who is immedi- 
i ately responsible for the fact that the child is not killed; any power which the father 
‘ has is conventional: the natural power rests with the woman. You know, that "iadivid- 
ualisa" of Rousseau finds, I thinm, its clearest expression in tais statement that the 
need for sex, the. sexual need, is not a true need. The individual as individual is 
necessarily concerned with his self-preservation; but every other thing is derivative, 
and therefore less necessary, tar. i-iuller. 

A: I was just thinking of a connection between lust and death, then, the other threat 
to self-preservation, the ultimate threat to self-preservation, i'ieybe one can see in 
this, or at least one connection would be why this little girl, whoever she is, - 
her specific catechism is about death, and.... 

S: Yes, but that comes later; that is not on the same level of the argument. And in 
; addition, death is of no interest to these men: only avoidable death, the death about 
, which you can do something—tae death about which you cannot do something is not a 
practical subject—and as teachers of natural law, natural right, they are concerned 
especially witn that kind of violent death vh-i comes from other men, you know? I 
• sean, it is...one of the most astonishing things which I have ever observed is that 
■ wnen Hobbes speaxs of this matter—unfortunately I iergot the precise context—he does 
not even mention medicine—medicine, which is supposed to have to do something with 
; the avoidance of death—because he is absolutely concerned witn that of death 
; threatening us at the hands of other men. And therefore death as death is not import— 

: ant, but death qua avoidable, death as threatening us at the b ands of other people, s 
And surely I must say we have to take this seriously, that some one who is certainly 
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who is certainly not an ascetic moralist says sexual need is not a true need. That is 
an astonishing assertion, but I think it ceases to be astonishing in the moment one 
reminds oneself what is, according to Rousseau, the true need; there is no Question 
about the answer to that: self-preservation. And then you thinV about that, and for 
self-preservation proper—os distinguished from the preservation of the species; that 
is another matter—but why should this man concerned with his self-preservation be 
concerned with the preservation of the species? 1 thick here Rousseau is really very 
radical from his point of view. wr. Boy an. 

A: Roes this in a sense an explanation of the contrast I drew the 

other day with respect to this subject in the becond Discourse, thou&n there you.... 
.iould you say then that hi3 statement that sex is a true need, a physical desire, in 
the refers to a true need of the species rather than tne individual? 

S: Yes; which somehow finds its place also within the individual, but a less funda¬ 
mental place. The rock-bottom thing is seli-preservation, not the preservation of the 
species. I believe it is in a way a compliment to Rousseau's reasoning power, which 
one must never underestimate, that he goes to the end of the road. I mean, it may 
show the absurdity of the whole position with particular clarity, but is is some, merit 
to be consistent, i&r. inorriaon. 

% 

i . 

a: I was wondering, you know, how; for this sort of thing, how far you work it out. 
Is it, whether there is some parallelism—this thing which was mentioned, that this 
sexual act is the freest act—whether there is...tie this In with the question you just 
ask e d, about why the individual should be concerned with the preservation of the spe¬ 
cies; whetear there isn't some kind of with the general will. 

S: No; but he would probably deny that there is a natural concern with the preserva¬ 
tion of the species, de would say there is a derivative natural desire for sexual 
union, how, this sexual union necessarily, by natural necessity, leads in most cases 
to tne procreation of offspring. And then something else enters, again a strictly 
individualist feeling, commented upon by many authors prior to Rousseau, that people 
can—even the fathers—become interested in that living image, you know; and their 
pride, as it were—that's mj£ child, ay work, my handiwork—then it takes on an import¬ 
ance so they become more attached to their children than to otner human beings; anh 33 
on. In other words, it would be strictly individualistic considerations; the consid¬ 
erations with regaro to society would come up, indeed, by virtue of- some act of reason, 
some generalization. But I must now use the authority vested in me by the Department 
of Political Science to ask you...we must now follow the argument, let us turn to 
page 321, para 4. 

A: "But for her sex....difference is only in degree. 

"Yet where sex is co n ce rne d man and woman are unlike;" 

3 : Let us stop here. This reminds somehow of the argument in Plato' s Republic . doesn't 
it? That, apart from sex...well, Plato even disregards that, and says tnere is only a 
difference of degree between men and women, when he compares...he says, well, there is 
a difference, but that is irrelevant; it is as irrelevant as the difference between 
men vno are bald-headed and men who have full heir, which is a considerable exaggera¬ 
tion. iiow, let us turn to 321 , bottom. 
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A: "These resemblances differences...the path marked out for it by nature..." 

S: Literally, "going to the ends of nature, according to its particular destiny." 

a: "...were not more perfect....admits of neither less nor more." 

0 » here you see the difference between Rousseau and Plato and Aristotlcr - especially 
Aristotle—very clearly. That a perfect woman must look ana behave'differently. than, a 
perfect man *jss a matter of course, hut this does not mean that it is not possible xo 
raise the ouestion whether in principle the male sex is not superior to the female sex; 
ana this Vine, something to do with the question of teleology to which one of you 

referred. 

k: Two paras in here have this "more or less." First is in the second para of "Sophy," 
where he says that men.. .in non-sexual matters there is a difference more or less; -t' s 
only a matter of more or less. He closes the other para by saying perfection doesn t 
admit of more or less. In short, in the non-sexual natters, woman, if she is less, 
could not be said to be perfect. 

S: How, let me reread, see this once again. Bach.. ./blackboard/, now, there is an 
end...male; female. This is true in both cases. So, what he seems to say is this, if 
I understand him: that end is identical; but each approaches that end in a different 
way; and therefore, what follows from tnat? I mean, a woman who would walk on that 
way would be imperfect for that very reason; and vice versa. But...different but 
equal, is th-jg not what it amounts to? Or do I misunderstand that? 

k: I don't understand that they have the same natural end. 

h: All right; then it is still simpler. If they have different natural ends—differ¬ 
ent natural ends—the question arises, which end is highe r. And then Rousseau would 
seem to say neither is higher. So that is the way in which I understand that. 

A: q*ony you have to raise the questions about the place of reason, as compared with 

the classics. 

3: Yes; but let us proceed, as iisenhower once said to General Patton, make your ad- 

esnee methodical and sure. Surely, that we have to take up. 

A: I have a question on this from my ignorance: what is the traditional view as con- 
iradistinct from this view'; ■. 

! S: The traditional view, that is a long question. I mean, the—how .ghall I sav?—the 
; preponderant view of the sober people is of course that tnere is a /natin tein:/, 
a superiority of the males. And this went always together with the view—I address 
this to the ladies especially—that in quite a few cases, in a couple, the woman is 
superior to the man. But this is then a deplorable situation, you know, that the woman 
is more reasonable than the man; that cannot be helped. But the normal situation is 
tnat the man, being more ree-onaole, sho u ld be the guide to his woman. Aristotle, coa- 
pares it to a of quasi-aristocratic regime, you know, where the man is, as it were, 
the ruler for the time being, the woman is not the ruler for the time being; say, 

■ the consul and the ordinary citizen for the time being. And this was the view. :«ow, 
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the interesting case is, of course, Elato. because Plato deviates. Plato says, assum¬ 
ing you remember, the rulers should be women as well as men; and not only the rulers, 
in all other professions, i-ow, may I say a word about it, because that has very much 
to do with the question we have in mind, and I wouldn't be surprised if Rousseau knew 
that, although he doesn't say so. ihen you look at Plato's doctrine, the philosopher- 
kings can be women as well as men, and if you look at it critically, i.e. using your 
head, looking at your experience, you make this observation: contrary to a very popu¬ 
lar view—in former times a very popular view—there can be no question that women are 
very well capable of ruling societies; tnere have been u^ny great rulers of the female 
sex. and, take another...there is no reason why a woman should not be a first-rate 
business woman as men are business men. There are not so many, perhaps, but the prin¬ 
ciple is clear, well, of course when you speak of political history, you bring always 
up controversial figures, but still, in the common estimate, Elizabeth was regarded as 
a great ruler—Elizabeth the First—and Katherine the Second, and seme others whom I 
do not remember now. So, there are some famous.. .pardon? You have someone else? 

A: ftarie—Therese is the only queen who was a woman at the same time. She was a 
womanly queen, unique. 

S: /ery well. Very maternal; sure, that is quite true; whereas.... 

A: presupposed a traditional view.... 

S: iio,.no; that.... all right; at any rate, there is no reason to doubt whether there 
are very famous, very distinguished business women, and in politics to some extent. I 
have seen once miss Perkins, and she was by far superior to many male politicians whom 
1 have seen, 1 must say. But then make this experiment: turn from the history of 
kingdoms to the history of philosophy. There is a very clear record in this respect, 
very clear —1 mean, I say this with all deference to the ladies—emong these 30, 40 , 30 
men, human beings, there is not a single woman. I made this remark occasionally in a 
college in this 00101 x 17 , and then the professor told me afterward—it was in his 
class—but what about susan St ebbing, a countrywoman of yours? >nd then I said, I an 
sorry; X had not thought of her. So, in other words, that is a fact; and X think Plato 
somehow knew that. The paradoxy of Plato' s Republic is not that he says women can be 
rulers; the paradoxy is that he says they can be philosophers, that is the paradoxy. 

And this will come up later in Rousseau; that's the reason I make this remark, how, we 
turn...forgive me: for 15 minutes, no discussion; otherwise we will not cover our 
assignment. Page 322, para 4* 

A: "If a woman is made to please.. .discover and use his strength." 

b: Let us stop here, perhaps. You see, Rousseau does not determine the relation; he 
admits here clearly a subordination of woman. But we will soon see that this must be 
qualified. *.t any rate he does not determine the relation of the sexes with a view to 
procreation, but to mere sexual union. But this is not quite true, as we see in the 
next para. 

"uho can possibly suppose....The consequences of the act being so different..." 

3: He calls it "the enterprise." Yes, really: "entreprise.” 

A: "...so different....ordained for its continuance." 

b: Let us stop here. You see, here he does refer to procreation, to the consequence 
of the sexual act; but only as consequences, not as the end. That is, X think, of 
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crucial importance. Sow, this somewhat obscure remark, how did you understand, t-jr. hul- 
ler, about the reserve is imposed on the one: "Reserve imposes on the one the modera¬ 
tion which nature imposes on the other." *ho is by nature moderate, and who needs 
reserve to be moderate? 

a: The woman is by nature moderate.... wait a minute; excuse me: the man is by 
nature moderate. 

o: Sure; that is clear. So, in other words, men are by nature moderate, and women 
are bashful by convention, tnat is the question that we see. That is wnat he says, 
yes. The difference...in the sequel he speaks of the difference between human and non— 
human females: the non-human females do not need sense of shame, because they have 
limited desires, and meaning that's the peculiarity of tne human female. Row, let us 
turn to page 323 .... > 

A: Excuse me: the translation has two omissions in this whole para about the.... 

3: Yes, and I don't believe it is due to prudery. I mean, we have such a clear case 
of her carelessness and so on here that I don't...I think tnis general vice of hers is 
a perfect explanation of any mistakes or omissions she makes. 

A: bell, I don't want to press the latter point.... 

S: Sure; it would be a good subject for a liter's thesis. 

a: ...Freudian slips, and all that. I don’t think it shows much more than that she . 
is prudish; 1 am not interested in her beyond that; but she makes more slips about 
these delicate mattexs tnan she has elsewhere, when she mistranslates that passage of 
the...or misinterprets Rousseau's interpretation of 

3: aeLL, let us see. ue cannot possibly...we would have to have a seminar or.lv on 
the translation. Let us turn to the 2nd half of para 2 on pa ge 323. 

a: "The freest and most delightful...might usurp a father's rights." 

3: Yes, this is the context in which he speaks of this as the freest act. I mean, 
that's a veiy extreme statement to call this act the freest act, is it not? boat does 
he mean by this mysterious statement at the end of the para, if we begin at this point? 
3he could s^y to the assailant that she is pregnant; and he could.. .not.. .he baa no 
means of knowing better. But would this stop tne brutal assailant? well, we have 
read a lot about what the Russians did in Poland and in Germany in 1945——you know, the 
orgy—and surely they were not stopped by any consideration. Sow, what does he mean? 
bhe alone is the judge of who is her children's father. I th-ink w hut he baa in rnnri 
here is the questionable character of paternity: strictly speaking, only the woman 
can know whether—who the father is. I mean, of course it can be known indirectly by 
£preat resemblances; but that does not completely settle the issue, because there can 
be resem b l ing potential fathers. But how far does it explain the other diffuculty of 
this strange para? 

A: VJhere do the father's rights come from? 

S: Prom the woman saying, this is the father. 
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A: ihat follows? bhat rights does this give him? 

3 : ‘-jell, within civil society, it is perfectly clear: that they are regarded as 
legitimate children. I mean, this is a very strange thing in ordinary usage: natural 
children are not legitimate children. No, this has something to do with the old ques¬ 
tion of •phvsis and nomos. obviously. The natural children are children by nature; 
that mea n s, of course, also the legitimate children may be by nature, but that is not 
necessarily tue case. This was an old story; Xenophon, for example, when he speaks of 
tne parents of Cyrus, he says, his mother was Mandate ; his father was said to be— 

I have forgotten now his name. You know, this is simply an allusion to this problem; 
because the knowledge of the mother is more certain, is essentially certain, whereas 
the knowledge...because there can be witnesses to the act of birth: even 'dtnesses to 
the sexual act could never establish anything, because the woman might be pregnant 
already* Excuse me if 1 am spelling it out so much, but it is, it seems rather clear; 
but nevertheless, the passage is not entirely clear to me. in:. Seltzer. 

A: It seems as though he is saying that in order for the act to be truly pleasing or 
satisfying, it requires the participation of both; otherwise it is not truly a sexual 
act. oomehow a corruption of the act, or...I don't know.... But against that, it's 
accomplished by first, charms; then guile. The charms are natural; guile is one of 
these things like pride—it is not natural. 

3: come to that point later; he gives a rather close analysis of that. .ar. Butter- 

worth. 

A: hasn't part of your question sort of around this point: Rousseau says that the 
woman alone is judge of the state in which she finds herself. Isn't this part of it? 
Could there be any allusion there to this legal question that is often debated in law¬ 
books as to what constitutes violation? 

S: Yea, it is also connected with that. 

a: You don't think that's the main point? 

S: .jell, that is an extremely delicate point. Of course, he also has this in mind. 

But regarding this question of paternity, I refer you to page 324, in the 2nd half cf 
the 4th para, wnere he says, "ohe acts, the woman acts, as connection between the coil- 
dr en and their father; she alone....” 

A: "...can win the father's love...they are indeed his own." 

3: Yes, this is clearly the point. In other words, the paternal affection for chil¬ 
dren is necessarily mediated by the mother, because the mother alone can give him th&z 
certainty. That is the point which he makes here, bow, let us turn back to page 323, 
in the 3rd para. 

a: "Thus the different constitutions....tne right to be weak if she chooses." 

3: Yes; now, women have unlimited desires, but not men; yet tney can excite men's de¬ 
sire, and therefore they are stronger than men. On the other hand, the consequences of 
the sexual union are much graver for women than for men; women are weaker than men. 

This is a complicated relation: in one respect, the women are weaker—and not merely 
because their muscle power is smaller, but they suffer...the consequences are much 
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graver—but on the other hand they nave the superiority given by a greater power of de¬ 
sire. and from this he craws the conclusion in the next two paras: the female being 
the most "seiy" is therefore the ruler. This is the natural situation. Prom this, of 
course, there follow unequal duties of the two sexes. be might perhaps read page 325, 
para 2. 

a: "Thus it is not enough...*be able to respect their mother." 

S: les. There is a good example to the contrary in Pride and Prejudice : to. Burnette, 
does not esteem his wife, and in a way, surely he loves one of his children. At any 
rate, the hey point, and it is decisive through the rest of the argument: woman in 
contradistinction to man must be concerned with what the other people tbi n> of her. 

A man, a free man, does not have to be concerned with what other think f him; but 
the very beat of women is not best if she is not thought to be chaste. Mow, let us 
turn to page 325', in the 3rd para. 

"It is a poor sort of logic....to have few children?" 

S: Let us stop here. ^ 0 , the natural function of women becomes important only because 
women...because women alone can vouch for the legitimacy of the children; and is, 
of course, absolutely decisive in civil society. I mean, this is also an old question: 
to ls tntlfL , discusses in the Politics the case of a horse was called—a female 

norse vhich was called "the honest one," or "the just one," because she produced chil¬ 
dren reproducing the very image of the stallion, you taiow, so one was sure that...after 
all, there is the possibility that the ch il dren bom do not resemble the father, 
the mother can be perfectly good, but 2.QQye goodness is supplied only thers is 
close resemblance. 


bring this little irrelevancy into this: the various animals, 

there is quite a bit of variation. The fox will once choose a female fox, awa once he 
does that he will never leave her, ho matter what; he is completely faithful. On the 
other hand, as you know, is some other species this faithfulness does not last beyond 
the...or is not normal. 

S: Tes; and how' far does it affect the issue: 

A: I mean, just t hinking of the whole concept of the natural faithfulness question. 

S: I see. But I think, is not the ordinary traditional example given, taken from 
pigeons, of great conjugal fidelity? 

A: Swans. 3; Swans; I see. 

A: joesn't this affect tae bscond_Discourse, that note, Locke? 

S: tfhich one? You mean when U&ks. says that in the case of men a more firm and last¬ 
ing connection is needed than in the esse of the animals; do you that? 

a: Locke reaso n i ng an tnis same type of thing, the animals that do stay with...he says 
that there is a natural tendency for man to stay with woman until she at lecst gives 
birth to a child. Rousseau point by point destroys that. 

S: I see; in other words, so that man does not have this natural innU na-H/wi of the 
foxes of to. Boysn. 

/Inaudible exchange^ 
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Si 1 see. So, let us leave it at that, and let us come now to his explicit critique 
of Plato 1 s Republic on page 326, para 3- 

i: May I ask a small question? Whether there is any significance—we are getting past 
it—uhy on the top of page 323 he suddenly refers to the deity; if thereh any special 
significance to that? 

S: Mow, let me...I must identify this here. Oh, he says "the supreme Being," yes? I 
do not imow; but let me say—rigle general—that Rousseau uses very often theological 
expressions. The whole book is shot tnrough from the very beg inn i n g, and...but the 
question is, these references to the supreme being have to be understood in the light 
of the thematic discussion, btiR not vice versa; because the supreme being can have n. 
meanings, "fid you can find out the precise TnAaning only an the basis of the explicit 
discussion. Mow, page 326, para 3>' 

A: "I am quite aware...to women and men." 

S: hay I say that he doesn't say "1 am quite aware•" But that just in passing. 

A: Oh, simply: "Plato gives the same exercise to women as to men; I believe it as 
well." Iesj7 I’ll save to use the translation. Js: lesj 

"Having got rid of the family....who makes the good citizen?" 

S: Yes. Row, I think wnat Rousseau says is clear. Plato of course does not promote 
promiscuity, as some fools might say who haven't read Plato; but the t hin g is graver, 
ahat Rousseau says is there is no city, no civil society, without family, and no family 
without sexual love. Rousseau sees very clearly, incidentally, the anti-erotic charac¬ 
ter of the Republic as a whole. But sexual love is of course not simply natural, ac¬ 
cording to Rousseau—that is the difficulty—and the city, naturally, still less. The 
conclusion an page 326 in the 4th para; read the next para. 

A: "when once it is proved....also the feelings which direct them." 

S: "the tastes." Go on. 

a: "be have attempted...a helpmeet for him." 

S: That's a 11 we need. After having tried to form the natural men, in order not to 
leave our work imperfect, let us see how the woman convenient to that man must be 
formed: ha does not say the natural woman; that is surely intentional. >.oman cannot 
be natural in the way in wnich aan is by nature, natural. How, what does that mean? 
uhat was the net result of our observations regarding the natural character of mmile's 
education? In what is his education natural? e have seen it is terribly arti¬ 

ficial; but in one sense it is natural. 

A: In prejudices. 

5: Ho prejudices. The woman without prejudices is not even desirable, and not even 
i possible, and the principle is stated very clearly at the bottom of page 327. 

A: "vrnen I consider the special purpose....dependence differs in degree..." 

3: "is not equal." 

A: "...man is dependent....cannot fulfil her purpose in life..." 

b: Incidentally, this sentence——I am sorry-you see here the distinction he ma kes be¬ 
tween desire awd aged. Sex is a desire but not a need. And by the way, that confirms 
perfectly what we have found in the earlier passages—I will make a reference to that. 
Go on, please. 
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a: "She cannot fulfil her purpose.... 


RED OF TAPE SHE OHS. 


A: "...mercy of man's judgment." 

S: "of men's judgment." And read us the last sentence of that paragraph: "Opinion is 
the grave of virtue among men; and her throne among women," i.e. a man who depends on 
what the others say about him, he can no longer be a virtuous man; he is completely 
other-—how do they say it?—other-oriented? 

A: Other-directed. 

S: Other-directed, and therefore he cannot be self-directed; he cannot be virtuous. 

But the woman must be other—directed; and therefore her education must be radically 
conventional. This is clear. Sow, let us turn to page 330, para 4. 

A: ”1 will not venture....a young thing of forty." 

S: Yes; I th o u gh t this would be of interest because of the changed figures—I mean 
numbers. I me a n , perhaps one can say today an eighty year old grandmother, or grand- 
grandmother, looks in her dresses like a ten year old girl, is this not...or am I 
totally mistaken? Eo. This is interesting for tne unrifty a tanH-ing- of democracy: democ¬ 
racy mea n s of course equality, naturally. But this equality does not go with its par¬ 
ticular kind of .ineq uali ty: there is a preferred.stage. Row, in the case of women's 
dresses x believe that is particularly clearly recognisable—well, I will be corrected 
if anyone, especial l y the ladies, say I got my facts wrong; they are based on a very 
superficial study of these matters—but 1 have the feeling that there is a certain 
preferred age, let me say 22; end every...I mean, most women who are in the thrall of 
these fashions all would like to look like a girl of 22, whether they are 15 or 85 
doesn't make any difference. In the case of it is mere complicated—that is inter¬ 
esting—because tnere are two preferred types, the junior executive, as one may say, 
and the senior executive; and it is very hard to say which is preferable. You know, 
the grey hair here, and so, gives a man a kind of distinction which the junior executive 
would not have, and vice versa. Row, so, that is the way in which nature preserves 
itself in the fa shi ons. xnd this is...at any rate, the age terms given here differ 
very greatly. I mean, I don't believe that any woman today would say at 30 years she 
may no longer be concerned with her figure. At least, that is...but 1 must admit tha t 
my observation is almost exclusively based on what I see over the TV, an?j that is not 
the best source, naturally. Sow, we must, of course, concentrate on the key passages, 
so we have.... Ihe principle, however, is clear: opinion, female oninlon, must be 
guided by opinion...the female education must be guided by opinion; the man's educa¬ 
tion must not be guided by opinion, and what will be th» crucial application of this 
general p rin c i ple? we Imow this now a priori, after having learned something, what 
is it? 

A: Religion. 

S: Absolutely, iio, the girl will have religious education—as a young girl—whereas 
iioile had none, i ow, let us first turn to page 337, in the 3rd para. 

A: "Pleasant accomplishments....whose one desire is to laugh. 

Si That is not what X had in mind. I had in the para beginning, "But is the 
necessity of this change...." 
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^Page 337, para 2.J] "But Is this change In itself....of an Eastern hares.." 

S. let us stop here. I t hintr that is also interesting for tns changes in general 
morality wh ic h have occurred. But it is also interesting for another reascn: here is 
an open criticism of Christianity, and not of a perverted fora of Christianity, do you 
see that? *nd why does he just mention an English woman? After all, they are...par¬ 
don? 5o, at that time this was different. He speaks of the immorality of London with 
the same emphasis as of the immorality of Paris. So, I mean, whatever the high moral 
reputation of your country, i-ur. Horrison, has become in the 19th century, that was not 
in all centuries, as you surely know. Pardon? 

A: 'The reputation was not different in any time. 

S: dell, it was not the same in the Restoration as it was.... 

A: It shocked vsaanova. A: It shocked living Americans. 

S: what? Vfliom did it shock? A: Billy Graham. 

Si Oh, I see; even today. But not...in the 19th century I think Britain was most 
famous for their severe morality, but that was not.... But why does he refer to the 
Bnglish woman? I t h i nk for a very simple reason: he wants to i~-aka clear that this is 
not merely directed against ascetic Catholicism, but against Protestantism as well, 
chat, I think, is the simple reason. 

A: Calvinism. 

S: Yes, but you see, Calvinism is only a part of ingland. 

A: Ho, I meant in Geneva. 

S; Oh, I see. Oh, that is good; that is veiy sound: he didn't wish to speak...in 
other words, the English woman stands for a Genevan woman; that is very possible, 
i-ir. Hicgorski. • 

A: I was wonderim* how ascetic was Catholicism at that tiie, in general society, I 
mean, outside the convents. Pernaps mainly it was directed at Calvinism. 

S: Yea, but then he would say this, since the severe notion of the indissolubility of 
marriage, and the fact that celibacy is regarded in itself as a higher status than mar¬ 
riage, th is leadi,, indirectly, to immorality. This is probably wnat he would say. 

£ut I am only inter as ted here in the fact that here is an open criticism of Christian 
morality as such; whether justified or not is not the point here. Low, let us turn to 
page 340, para 2. 

a! "If boys are incapable of forming....fails to discover it for herself." 

3: So, that is not correct enough: "The reason of women is a practical reason, which 
makes them find very ably the means for arriving at an end, but which does not permit 
her to find that end." And this is of course practical reason, not to establish ends, 
but to find the manna for an end. 

A: "The social relation....and man the hand..." 

<a: He uses "moral person" here in the juridical sense: a corporate body, toe 
marriage. 

a: "...but the two are so dependent....each commands and each obeys." 
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S: les; so, this is, of course, a more concrete statement of what he said about the 
equality of the two sexes, you know: that they are different, but there is ho superi¬ 
ority or inferiority; thin he seems to say. But the point is of course here, the girls 
must get a religious education, spiritual. Roman's mind is practical rather than 
theoretical, how, this was not the traditional view, that was 'not the traditional 
view; I mean, the position of the woman is enhanced in Rousseau, that women have a 
better practical wind t.hnn men—the famous woman's intuition, as it is ordinarily 
called—that was not the traditional view; although I believe people knew the phenom¬ 
enon. dhat was the traditional view regarding the differences of the two sexes, intel¬ 
lectually? 

A: Regarding prudence, prudence was the virtue of the gentl eman , 
b: But you must emphasize man . 

A: Gentl eman . That's what I mean. 

b: well, what about women? 1 mean, in the normal cases. 

A: women took care of the household. JE; Yes, sure^ But only in a subordinate.... 

; S: .Domestically; distribution rather than acquisition. Yes, but fu n dame n tally this: 
j what's the difference between women and children, the relative ineptitude—i un repeat¬ 
ing aristotle 1 s teaching; I do not express any views of my own. l-ow, what is the dif— 
ference between female and infantile ineptitude, according to the traditional view? 

Very simple. child really is unable to be prudent, lacking experience; and no one 
would a child for a counsel in a difficult case, whereas one might ask a very 
gifted boy for a solution to a mathematical problem if he is more gifted than oneself— 
but not in any practical point. 5o, the children simply lack prudence, women, grown 
' up women, do not iaai< prudence as such; but the power of the passions is too strong 
so that they would act ordinarily on the prudence. I mean, in other words, there is a 
■ difference of degree, hen, man's passions, were assumed to be, man was assumed to be 
better able to control the passions—and the passions did not mean here sexual pas¬ 
sions in particular. There are some very simple cases: I mean, I t h i nk you will find 
very rarely that a falls in love with a certain tie, that he must buy it. But you 
find frequently women who fall in love, say, with a certain hat—not all, but more fre¬ 
quently, I believe—so that this hat takes on an inordinate importance, which...of 
' course,she would see naturally with her prudence that the hat is not very important, 
but the attachment, the passionate attachment to the hat overrides prudence as far as 
the action is concerned. That, roughly, was the traditional view. 

A. Gould it be said then tnat women would always be subject to blu shing , whereas a 
man, once he grows up, should not be? 

S: l. 1 ell, that is, as they say, ah empirical question. 

a: I mean from Aristotle's point of view. 

S: That they are subject.. .yes, sure. I see: she should be. Yes, because she must 
r.flVfP mistakes; that's true, bo, the perfect woman, perfect gentlewoman, would blush; 
the perfect gentleman would not blush. That's good, what you ssy. That must be the 
consequence of that presupposition. 

A: iarlier Rousseau remarks on the facial resemblances between ._rown women and chil¬ 
dren, sad says that in a certain sense it seems that women remain children all their 
lives. 



■ Rousseau, 14 


Page 16 


Si Yes, that has frequently been said before. That's one way of putting it. I mean, 
this is exactly something like the doll, the attachment to this particular hat. -»ow, 
let us see; we must now proceed somewhat faster, de come now to that note belonging 
to page 343■ to which «r. nuller referred, and that is in the context of the religious 
education of the girl. Read that note; do you have it? 

^Sota missing in the translation; translated by the reader 7J 

A: "The idea of eternity would not be able to be applied to the numan 

generation with the consentment of minds, svery numerical succes¬ 
sion, reduced to an act, is incompatible with this idea. 1 ' 

5: In other words, as distinguished from a mere potential. So, what does this mesh, 
this hard sentence? I am not quite sure whether I understand it. 

a: I'm not sure, either, but numerical succession, the generations of men are 
obviously numerical succession. 

S: He doesn't say that the idea of eternity is in itself impossible. But in 

its application to the human generations. 

A: One simply cannot think that man...you cannot imagine infinity of man going back¬ 
wards in time. 

S: Yes; in both ways, both ways it would be. ao, I think the net result is dearly 
the human race is finite both backward and forward. This, I believe, is the net result 
But why be states it in such a complicated matter, I do not know. 

A; He said it once in a very simple manner: the girl would be taught that there are 
parents which had no parents, and there are children which will have no children. 

S: les, but you see, primarily the notion of a parentless human being is impossible. 

a: I think so, and 

3: Yes, that is, of course, the famous strength of Aristotle . that he said there can¬ 
not be a first man. whereas both the Biblical teaching and evolutionism say there is— 
and of course also Rtdcureans —say there was a first man or first men. Rousseau denies 
that, too, by saying, for reasons which he does not give here, it is impossible that 
there should not be a first man; there must be a first man. 

A: Well, my feeling was—my feeling, not my conclusion—was that this is not clear to 
me; it is not clear that he's saying that. Obviously the generations of men are an 
actuality which you have. I don't see how you can conclude anything about then—and I 
feel Rousseau must have realized this simple point—but I find an idea of eternity to 
them, even granted the Christian parallel.... 

4: Hell, the argument he doesn't give. He does not say an actual infinity is impos¬ 
sible; he does not say that. He says an actual infinity is impossible regarding the 
generations of men. 

a: And the idea of eternity confirms it,, but I see—contradicts it; excuse me—but I 
see no contradiction. 

S: Yes, but he...obviously the argument is not given. He had some reasons, not devel¬ 
oped here, why he regarded it as impossible that the human race is infinite backward 
and forward. 

a: But the reason would have to be very powerful reasons or ideas. 
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S: a t o, not in itself. 

Ai There would have to be, a powerful argument if the mere idea of eternity which is 
given could contradict Yes, but that he doesn't sayj7 the fact, the actuality of 

the generations. 

S: les, but it is a very awkward expression. But the net result is—to repeat—Rous¬ 
seau does not deny that there can be an actual infinity. He denies only there be 
an actual infinity of the human race; that's »n that is relevant and clear; and 
not hing else is clear. 

I found out.. .1 mean, that the actu:.! sequence-of human beings as parents 
children is given, and.... 

S: But not as an infinity. 

Ai ho, not as an infinity; no, I didn't TnBB ' n that, certainly not. It's just given; 
and I don't see how any idea can.... 

S: Yes, but that he doesn't develop. You have here the idea of infinity. 'Phon you 
have an idea of X, whi c h he doesn't state, j&d he says the i of infinity does 
jibe with that X.* rut what that 31 is, he doesn't say. 

One t h i ng 1 don't understand about your explanation that in the note there’s two 
different ideas; and you bring them together by a step that I don't see. The first 
sentence is an idea of eternity; and the second sentence is an idea of infinity. 

I don't see how you bring the two of them together. 

Elat coincides here, because the human race cannot be eternal if the successions 
of generations both ways is not infinite; that, I think, is the simpi* connection. 

But we must go on. On page 343, bottom, and the next page, this is too long to read, 
but this is extremely important with the whole work. Rousseau presents here his own 
profession of faith; and it is in substence identical with the Profession of Faith of 
the /icsr. oo this, I t h i nk , is a strong argument in favor of the view which I reject, 
at least at first glance. But we must also say he presents this, his own profession 
of faith, within the context of the religious education of girls . I mean, this is a 
qualifying element. 

A: But there is this sentence, he says: "Children need to be taught these doctrines 
ant. ct.iers like taem and all citizens require to 1 be persuaded of their truth. ■' 


S: Yes, very good; that is extremely good. In other words, it becomes clear from the 
context that—si though, not explicitly stated as the civil religion—"the human society," 
"the citi ze ns," "the species," "the human species," and other expressions require these 
dogmas. 

A: Ind it seems as though, iaentically with Book , it is surrounded by two other 

moralities toat precede and follow it regarding the education of girls.. .Jji: That I 
did not see^/... that have to do with duty not resting on religion, but resting on 
pleasure. 

3: Yes, that comes in; that's a bit more complicated. «e come to that later. Now, 
let us turn to page 345, at the end of the first, arid the beginning of the 2nd para: 
"Finally the moment comes...." 

A: "...when they begin to judge...method of education. 

"Perhaps I have said....that of conventional prejudice?" 
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S: "public prejudices," public prejudices; because these...go on. now. 

A: "Let us not degrade so far...law anterior to that of public opinion." 

S: "a rule." Let us be literal: "a rule anterior to opinion." 
a: "all otner lows...the judge of public opinion..." 

S: So: "it judges even prejudice." 

A: "...even predudice, and only in so far...claim on our obedience. 

"Shis law is our individ ual conscience.” 

S: "This rule is the i n ne r sentiment." and he says here he will not repeat what he" 
has said before. Sow, then, that is the question. 'Tha public prejudices need a rule 
by which to be judge . *e may say, as .-it. Seltzer implied, that rule is morality. 
Rousseau says here the rule is the interior sentiment, bhat does this mean? Does he 
refer to the Vicar's Profession? he refers to "what has been said before," ?nd not to 
"what 1 have said before," in para 3 on the same page. Does he mean the commandments 
to love God and to love one's neighbor, or v;hat does he by these two rules? i.et 
us read the next para. 

A: "It is, therefore, important..,.judge between the two guides..." 

S: Tea, you see: "between the two guides": whatever the guides may be, we need an 
arbitor, which cannot be identical with one of the two guides being the other's guide. 

A: "...which does not permit...corrects the errors of prejudice." 

S: So, both are insufficient guides, both the prejudice and the conscience. 

A: "That faculty is reason." 

S: Tes; and now the difficulty that, how can you make women reasonable, that is the 
difficulty which he raises here. So, the two rules which he has in mind are clearly 
stated: co n sci e nce and prejudice. On page 346 in the ?nd para, he says the two rules 
are conscience and the opinions of others. Kow this statement whif>h we read is very 
different. Does he mean we must deviate from conscience in the direction of prejudice 
sometimes, and this deviation is to be established by reason? Consider the conduct of 
the Vicar re garding religion: the Catholic priest believing in the superiority of 
Protestantism, uliat does he...this judgment is guided by reason, it seems. Let us 
turn to page 346 in the 3rd. para, where things will become a little clearer. 

A: "I always come back....that what ia, is good." 

S: Period. That is a very strange statement. This ia not said at random; that will 
be t aken up. I me an, everything that is—he doesn't say here everything, but he 
it—everything that is, is good. This was popularized at that time by Pone in his 
essay, I think, in the £3sav on nan : whatever ia, is good; and of course, Leibniz— 
optimism—plays a great role, and in this connection.. .Rousseau in a way says this, 
too, but in the context he clearly naans whatever is in society is good, is also good; 
and this surely contradicts everything else, unless one would.... How, if you would 
read the argument when he describes in the sequel a and a woman and society, with 
which perfection they guide their guests, and everything is...in other words, social 
men are perfectly...where everything is in order, it is good there. 

A: That r eminds me of something he said. At the end of their little party—well, it 
is before the end—they end their party talk to nno another about what is going on; 

and he observes, for no reason at all that I can see, except to make fun of this , 
that she has still managed to eat more anybody else. 
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S: Rut this shows her perfect command, that she can control everything. No, that is, 

I think this is simply meant to show how perfectly she is in command of the situation, 
since she can eat more than everyone else although she is active and attentive more 
than anyone else. 

A: It is also guileful, because nobody notices that. Everybody ■HrtwVn she is busy so 
she must not have been able.... 

S: Yes, sure; that shows only her perfect control of the situation. 

A: Her gourmandise is a.... 

S: That I do not believe. 1 think the overall context of this is what we must never 
forget. At the beginning we saw the conflict between man and citizen; and we have seen 
already in the case of Emile that a certain reconciliation of this conflict had been 
achieved. How, if it is possible to achieve this reconciliation also regarding woman, 
the she—citizen and the she—woman, then everything is perfect, of course; everything 
is good. The argument naturally goes on; we cannot read everything; we cannot read 
this, unfortunately. Read here a little bit, somewhat later; after the Italian quota¬ 
tion from Tasso—do you see that Italian quotation two pages later—the 2nd pura after 
it. 

A: "This is what is, and ve have seen why it is so." 

St "why it must be so," "cela doit etre," why it ought to be so. what is, is good; 
you see, Rousseau doesn't drop this subject in any way. And let us turn, let us read 
in this para, after three lines: "The mouth never says...." 

A: "The lips always 3ay 'No,' and rightly so; but the'tone is not always the same.. 

S: which she puts in it. Yes. 

A: "... 2 nd that cannot lie....springs a law of right conduct." 

S: "of decency." You see, that is rather subtle, how ne expresses it: sense of shame 
denying what is, fictitious identification of what is with what is good, brings about, 
in a manner, the true identity of what is with what is good. That is the ^abtH r<g of 
this discourse on female conduct. 

A: Doesn't liilton say something like that? 

S: I do not know, we must here follow the point. In the next para, he says, in the 
middle of the para: "The moral truth is not what is, but what is good, uhat is bad 
should not be, and must not be avowed." So, in other words, that the non-avowed, the 
identification of the non-avowed with the non-existent,' that is exactly the point. 

This is, I t h i n k, what.... uhern we read the next, in the same para, the end of that. 

a: "Are those who lose their modesty more sincere than the rest?" 

S: No: "On the contrary, those who still have shame, who are not proud of their mis¬ 
takes, who know how to conceal their dewires..." 

A: "...even from those...fidelity you may generally rely." 

S: Do you see: the truest or sincerest are those who in a certain sense are the least 
sincere, that is the point—no, let me first finish that, because that, 1 think, is a 
strict parallel to what he says about the Vicar. You remember, we hart a rn i o-n remark 
of the Vicar: adhere sincerely to the religion In which you ere brought up—and this 
was in a way, of course, very insincere—and adhere sincerely to the religion in which 
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you are com, of which you know that it is not true. There is a strict parallel in 
sexual conduct as in religious conduct. Incidentally, this sentence "what is, is good," 
is explicitly made by the Vicar, as you can see on p^ge 245 in the translation. Sow, 

Mr. 3oyan. 

A: /"inaudible; to the effect that he didn't catch the turn of the argument in the 
previous paras 7/ 

5: Rousseau says, very paradoxically, everything that is, is good. It is a riddle; 
how can he say that? Sow, he says it in this special context, where he means every¬ 
thing in society, among properly brought Up people, is as it should be; in society, 
out we learn all the time society has fundamental flaws. How, how is this coincidence 
of the is and the ought brought about? w'e see in this case of the woman: it is brought 
about by her bashfulness, by her sense of shame, by her not avowing what is, her 
desires. Go, the reconciliation of is and ought is brought about by concealment, by a 
noble concealment, without any question, but by concealment. Therefore, tnere is not 
in simple truth identity of the is and toe ought. And similar considerations apply to 
religion, hr. T.einken. 

A: I m me diately after the para where he talks about the virtue of the woman being in 
her concealment of a matter of truth, he says that "one of ay opponents has very truly 
asserted that virtue is one," which implies that this characterisation of virtue can, 
is inviting you to extend this characterization of virtue from the woman to other vir¬ 
tues. 

S: Yes, but how is this unity to be achieved? Did his opponent understand the unity 
of virtue as Rousseau did? That's tne point. In other words, one can say, as his op¬ 
ponent says, virtue is one. But the question is, what does this mean? and here we see 
tnat moral truth is not what is, but what is good, what is bad ought nor to be, and 
must not be avowed, especially when this avowal gives it an effect which it would not 
have without this. That is, 1 mean, if one would use harsh gnrj offensive terms, a rec¬ 
ommendation of hypocrisy; because, ty denying the existence of desires you do contribute 
to your control of desires in yourself and others, but theoretically it is wrong to say 
that the woman doesn't have the desire. Theoretically it is wrong, because she 
these desires. But by denying it, she acts more decently than by admitting that. I 
mean, look at it in practical terms: if a woman were compelled to be absolutely honest 
in this sense, and if someone makes her an improper proposal, «ha would say, I mist say 
I have a certain desire to accept your offer, but I control it. It is, of course, much 
simpler and better for both, if she is compelled to make any pronouncement on the sub¬ 
ject, to say I have no dasire whatever. Is that not clear? ;\nd nevertheless it is 
not...only this is, how shall I say, an almost fantastic case. But what Rousseau 
claims, that this fantastic case Is somehow involved in female conduct in general; that 
a woman must not under any circumstances.. .and this brings about, xhe identity of is 
and ought is brought about by a fictitious identification of...that the non-avowed does 
not exist. I-t h i n k everyone sees that the non-avowed does not as such not extst. 

How, let us see: on page 349 in the last para, which is very long—we cannot 
read that; it is too long—but the main point which Rousseau makes csn be stated as 
follows: the truth will not become known without the contribution by women; women see 
certain very Important things which men do not see. And this is, of course, also non- 
traditional, and is part of the boosting—if I may use this vulgar term—of the female 
sex which Rousseau achieves, corresponding to his boosting of the childhood—same 
principle. I mean, there is no end, no natural end—say, no human type which is the 
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perfect type. Following from that is the equality of the ages, and also the equality 
of the sexes; end the connection with the generally democratic doctrine is clear to the 
meanest capacities, as John Locke would say, would- express that. 

A: This is the para beginning "The search for abstract and speculative truths," ^Yes,j7 
"for principles and axioms in science"? 

S: Yes. Here he agrees with the tradition: a woman cannot be a philosopher, strictly 
speaking. This is the para to which 1 referred. 

A: Well, I must say, beyond their inspiring men to something or other, to actions, 
because they observe better as a consequence of their.... 

5: Let me see: you think I exaggerate, how, let me see. Yes, I think that is true: 
he says, "Ken will philosophize better than woman on the heart; but women will 

read better than they in the hearts of men." 

A: I took it to mean , in part simply because., .well, from this better 

reading, they will i.*spire men with actions. They are partly able to read better than 
men because they have this acuteness of observation ...al¬ 

most on the defensive, as he puts it here. 

S: Yes, but I am only concerned with the main point now; and please read on page 353, 
in the 24 para. 

A: "These external signs...natural judges of a man's worth." 

b: (Jell, please! ^ould Plutarch have that? I mean, there are certain complica¬ 
tions caused by the gossip of Athens about the contribution of Aspasia to Pericles' 
speeches, that I know; but this was still...you know, that had to do with the woman 
ruler and woman business woman of which 1 spoke before; that Has nothing to do whatever 
with . But this passage, I would say, shows clearly that woman comes 

off much better in Eousseau than she does in Aristotle, in the tradition. 

A: "^hat about the fact that she, the little girl begins to babble more charmingly than 
the little boy? The little boy is dull, arid she is already clever. 

S: Oh, that is undeniable; they are more precocious without any.... 

A: The talent of speaking is especially appropriate to them. 

3: Yes, a certain I n si nu ating way of speaking has been—I know only the literature— 
has frequently been said to be characteristic of the female sex. It has often been said 
that they can be more persuasive than men, frequently. But I thinic the problem is 
solved very simply, na m e ly, a little bit later on in this para...no, the para after the 
one at wh ic h we looked, near the beginning, when he speaks of the Spartan German 
and R oman women. He says: "All the peoples who have had manners have respected their 
women." In other words, the context of this has to do with the political or social, as 
distinguished from the tneoretical context; «nd there, from that point of view, of 
course, it is perfectly natural, hay I restate my argument again; I mean, on the basis 
of the way in which .1 understand i^lpta and Aristotle —which everyone is entitled, of 
course, to question. /Black b oard J Now, we have here theoretical, and practical or 
political. Now, if this is the highest, it follows the simple superiority of the male 
sex—not of every man to every woman, that goes without saying, but at the peaks. But 
if this is denied, if the highest life is the practical or political life, there is no 
longer the same compelling reason to assert the supremacy of the male sex. Eousseau, 
in this political context, avails himself of this possibility—is this clear? I mean. 
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take the simple scheme: there cannot be a female Aristotle * but there can be a female 
Alexander the Great—I mean, although there was not one, but it is theoretically pos¬ 
sible—and therefore if you speak only in political terms, the position of women is 
boosted beyond what it was as long as the belief in the supremacy of the males is 
granted. Needless to say, there are many other considerations, because even politically 
there are very great objections made to the equality of the two sexes. 1 remind you, 
for example, of Spinoza.' s argument against the participation of women in government: 
simply stated, there is an element—in our lingo—of "subjectivity* 1 which comes in when¬ 
ever a council would also have a woman flmnpg them—you know, that is a very common male 
prejudice wh ic h you must have heard from older people, the do not argue any longer 
as objectively when the woman is present than when no woman is present, and this 
of thing. In other words, that has *11 to do with the same thing, less...the cessions: 
the woman is a more passionate being than the man. 

A: Doesn't Rousseau even go beyond the point that you put here in this schema on the 
board, in this long para you didn't read, where he says that in so far as is theo¬ 
retical, that is, perfect, he owes his perfection to women? 

S: This is, I think, a reflection of that, yea. 

A; It's all tied up...I mean, he would even go beyond simply casting out the theoreti¬ 
cal and say that even...because of the practical aspect you have this equality of the 
woman, but then when you bring back the theoretical aspect, though, woman adds this 
extra force to man's.... 

S: Yes, but this is a minor footnote, which is necessary, but which doesn't affect the 
main point. Now we have to consider page 354, para 2. Let us read first the beginning, 
when he has spoken of the famous Roman women. 

A: "I. will go further and maintain...to other rights of nature..." 

S: Is this not interesting, that love is here called a right of nature? well, this has 
re so u nd ed throughout the generations, the right of love——against parents who prevented 
their children from marrying one another, you inaow, and ai i these other things——up to 
the present day. Go on. 

r.i "...and that it adds..'..the creation of our illusions." 

S: "of our errors." 

A: ".Jhat matter!... .of reason as of immortality." 

S: Yes; now, this ennobling character of delusions; and these delusions arise from the 
imagination. They are therefore not natural sentiments, according to the distinction 
made at the beginning of the work; and this must ultimately be understood in the light 
of the fact that civil society is not natural. But how are they precisely linked, the 
natural sentiments proper, and the one to nh he refers? That is indicated in the 
following para. 

At "Natural relations remain...not cease to be great and good." 

S: "and beautiful." 

A: "And the true motives... .must be a del igh tful virtue.” 

S: "For a beautiful woman," he says—"pour une belle femme "—"who baa some elevation 
in her soul." 

A; "She sees ail the kingdoms....she alone cm. enjoy the past.” 
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S: Nov, what is then the t Tnic between the natural sentiments, meaning sensual feeli n gs, 
and virtue? I thjnk he makes it very clear. 

A: Time? 

S: "Gloire," glory, pride, "orguail." In other words, this, the feeling of superior¬ 
ity over others founded on her feeling of superiority over her desires: amour-propre. 
So, you see now how important it is, what Rousseau said in the £B£2S£=£^G&UES& : amour- 
nropre is the root of ail our vices and all our virtues; necessarily enters. So, in 
other words, the natural basis of these ennobling delusions, what is natural in them, 
is the feeling of pride, superiority. This we must not forget. Well, the point which 
i-ir. Seltzer mad* earlier—I prevented from speaking—is, I think, that comes out 
most clearly on page 353, in the first para. That's very long; we cannot possibly read 
it. I mean, this is the question of moral education: how to teach morality and not 
always say duty, duty, duty. But you must make...duty is the source—how does he put 
it?— 1 "Duty is the source...." 

At "Duties are the source of their pleasures the basis of th ei r rights?" 

S: "the foundation of rights." Yes, in other words, whioh could be said also from 
another point of view, but as Rousseau means it, I .believe it means duty for the sake 
of pleasure and for the n«k«> of rights; and then duty becomes immediately attractive. 
Whereas if it is preached as duty, it is not attractive. 1 believe something of this 
Trind is uha t. j£r. Seltzer had in mind. So, in other words, in spite of the seeming 
restoration of the older morality reminding of the Stoa and other t hing s, it is an 
entirely different spirit . - One cannot see Se neca writing such a 

treatise on women; that is unlikely. 

Row, it is very late.... 
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S: ...can you explain it a bit? 

A: Well, both of them want a life, and a way to get to that life is clearly by learn¬ 
ing how to master the life of the ftT>a .. .^remainder inaudible.^/ • 

S: But still, I mean, I simply cannot quite understand the meaning of that. Perhaps 
someone else—I mean it was easier for me to follow Brother Chrysostom's paper because 
I have it in front of me, and you know, there are certain difficulties of underst anding 
what you say—and perhaps someone of you has understood Brother Chrysostom and can help 
us better. The conclusion was not very clear. There were some other points, some very 
good formulations v>h-i 1 would like to.... I return to you the two outside papers. 

X tVrinW that was an especially good formulation: "Emile made a more prolonged 
stay in society than Sophy. He acquired the virtue of justice through enli ghtened com¬ 
passion, and the virtue of temperance through the philosophy of taste." I t hink that 
is quite a good formulation of these two wings, as I call them. You Imow: the middle, 
the Profession of Faith, and preceded by a non-religious moral teac h i ng , and succeeded 
by a non-religious moral teaching; and one could very well say that the first is a 
teaching of justice through enlightened or generalized compassion, and the latter tem¬ 
perance through taste. That is, I think, a good formulation. 

when you say "The close of adolescence is especially a time to enjoy life, 
v>n f*h Aristotle and- Souafteflu both movingly describe," of what did you think in Aristo¬ 
tle? A moving description of this...? 

A: By moving, I meant an istpressiTe way. 

S: Yes, but where Aristotle: what did you have in mind? 

A: His Ethics: his teaching there. 

S: Oh yes, I see: the chapter...yes, one can say that; surely in contrast to old age, 
what he said there. That's true; I didn't think of that. 

uwd then .there was one more point: "In short, the burden of this book is how 
to bind a free man legitimately, if not quite naturally, because even a true love is 
not as natural as men think." Low, does this not ring a bell, beyond the theme of mar¬ 
riage? 

A: First sentence of the Jjocu^J^an±rs££. 

S: Could you spell it out? I mean, what is the parallel to marriage? 

A: Civil sociely. 

S: Yes; because there also, free men are chained, just as Emile is chained; and also 
there is a question of the naturalness of the chains. Yes; that I t h i n k we must always 
keep in mind, that when Rousseau speaks of marriage and everything connected to that, 
that this has also implications regarding civil society on the one band and, by the way, 
regarding religion on the other. That was the point which you made last time, 
nr. Reinken: you had something to say at the end of last meeting which I thought would 
interest the others; I forgot what it was. 

A: It's in reference to para 3, page 346, and paras 2 and 3, page 348; end the key—in 
para 3, page 346, he enunciates the principle that what is, is good: “ce qui est, est 
bien." Then there are 5 paras where he.... 

S: Can you say again on which page, because it is hard for me.... 
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A: Page 246, para 3» in the second sentence, he announces "I discover in the that 
what is, is good." long para; some discussion, which leads him.. .and he manages to get 
on the subject of feminine coquetry, and he begins, para 2, page 34S: "Behold! That 
which is, or this is what is,"—ce qui est as a reminder—"and we have seen why it 
should be"—Fox mistranslates; and he goes into a para in praise of coquetry with a... 
particularly speaking of: "Does she not require a means of indicating her inclinations 
without open expression?" And he says "I maintain that coquetry , kept wi thin bounds, 
becomes modest and true, and out of it springs a law of decency." Yes 7] 'The 3rd 

para opens, "Virtue is one." This meant to me that the virtue of a coquette equals the 
virtue of the author, and, for further support, the real topic of the 3rd para repeats 
again the phrase "that which is," only now he makes a distinction: moral truth is not 
that which is, but that which is good." JjSi Yes J r Fhjg is point. "Iaihat is bad,” 
that is, that which i£ in so far as it is not had, "ought not to be, and ought not to 
be avowed*" So he has now told us why coquetry is a necessity in one who is writing* 

S: Yes; can you state it now.... A: In summary? 

S: Yes, in summary and coherently, and without reference to the text? 

A: He is implying, plai n ly, that it is damaging to tell dangerous truths about things 

whi c h are which ought not to be, should not be told; further he is telling you that 

some things have to be told, but not openly. 

S: Yes, but does it not amount, what you say, to what I said last time: the coinci¬ 
dence of what is and what ought to be is brought about by not avowing what is. 'F he 
simple e xam p l e , the girl cannot speak of her desire; and in a wsy, her desire becomes 
non-existent by not being spoken; and yet it is of course a somewhat fictitious coinci¬ 
dence of the is and ought to be. But at the end of the last class, you said something 
which I had not said, and I believe it was along these lines: is there not a parallel 
belveen the girl, the bashful girl, gnri Rousseau as a writer? That, I believe, is the 
point you want to make. This you haven't made now; nan you restate it? 

a: I t hought I had just made it. S: iiell, I am dense; I didn't see it. 

A: I think what Rousseau is being bashful about is the assertion that not ai i is well. 

S: Oh, I see; you mean in a more general way: Rousseau does not avow certain things 

whi c h are; and to that extent...in other words, he is in h-ia way bashful, in a differ¬ 
ent way than the girl is. «nd this bashfulness brings about in both cases a coincidence 
of what is and what should be • Or is this the point which you. • • ? 

A: It would destroy the worth of telling these things if he ftctiw right out said 
t hem . That is what he says of the girl. I do not follow thj.a business, the identifi¬ 
cation of m ak i ng a t hin g good by saying so; but it is bad to avow, but good to communi¬ 
cate. 

S: I see; in other words, while Sophy cannot in propriety avow, yet she makes £kiile 
feel that she loves him—is that the point «>rf you mean? ^YeaYes, and thj a also 

finds a parallel in Rousseau's own conduct as a writer, ^esTJ Good; well, it's 
surely worth considering, and very much.' 

Brother Chrysostom, I liked your paper. It was very good; it was only hard to 
follow for the class for reasons for which no one can hold you responsible. Row, let 
us turn to the context, to page 356 in the translation, I mean, so that we know what 
the context is. On, there is one question which has something to do with the context: 
you stated very clearly the fact, Rousseau's assertion, the love of the two young 



Rousseau, 15 


Page 3 


people comes first; and the prudential considerations, regarding whether the families 
fit, come later. But what happens here in this quasi-nova 1? Or did you not notice 
that? low come that they meet? 

A: A put-up job. _ 

S: Sure: an absolutely arranged affair, you know; they had nothing to do with it. 

Aid this is only a repetition of the artfulness of the whole education, even extending 
to that stage of Emile's alleged maturity and freedom. 

A: somehow he never seems to come out and say it until later. 

S: Yes, he only, he alludes to it rather subtly; but it is, I think, very clear. He 
doesn’t em ph as i ze this—I mean, when one overlooks a few lines, one can easily get the 
impression that it was a mere accident that...this bad weather, and they went to that 
house; but that Rousseau had correspondence with the parents, and this was all arranged 
this he doesn't stress. But he alludes to it very clearly, whereas at least...you have 
noticed it too? 

A: Yes, I noticed it. One thing I noticed that is funny, that Emile isn't wise to 
this sort of tactic: it's bear done before. 

S: Yes, but he is un hamme vulgaire, you know; he is not too bright. Row, let us read 
on page 356, the 2nd para. 

A: "This is the spirit....in whom he hopes to find happiness." 

S: This purely imaginary picture of the perfect wife is a copy of reality, you know? 
Row, go on. 

A: ”1 cannot repeat....Emile is no prodigy..." S: You see? 

A: "...neither is Sophy....to one's own sex." 

S: It comes out more clearly in the French, because he says, does he not say, "Emile 
is not a prodigy; nor is Sophy. But that he is a man and she is a woman, that is the 
prodigy in the present confusion." So, this much about the overall context. Row, 
let us turn to page 363, in the 2nd para, ue can of course not read everything. 

A: '"Husband and wife should choose each other.” 

S: That's what the father says. The father makes a' long speech to his daughter. 

A: n, A mutual liking....love and hatred do not depend on ourselves..." 

S: BY tile way, "love and not loving." He doesn't use such a harsh word as hating, 
which would be wholly improper. 

A: "'...this duty beings another....the law of nature..." 

S: "the right of nature." Here right definitely has a subjective sense: it is not a 
duty, but a right. 

A: "'...and no power can...so many legal restrictions..." 

S: "many civil laws"—you see, Rousseau is really much more precise here—meaning, 
civil laws which prevent certain Muds of marriages. 

A: "'...have given heed....choice of your husband to yourself.'" 

S: Let us stop here for the moment. You. see here, he seems to assert clearly the pri¬ 
macy of the right of nature, that those who love one another should marry one another; 
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because love cannot command. Bow, but the question, of course, is, is this love, the 
wnjup Q love, vh-ieh is commanded—-that the husband should cherish his wife—this love 
does not...this kind of love, which has the right of nature does of course not neces¬ 
sarily last throughout life; and marriage is supposed to last throughout life. There 
oust be another reason in support of this right of nature. 1 mean, the love of the two 
young peoule who to marry is not sufficient for making marriage possible. It may 
be a reason for marrying; but it is not sufficient for the marriage itself. Bow, let 
us turn to page 362, 2nd para from bottom. 

A: "'There is a natural suitability, there is a suitability of established usage..." 

S: "of institutions," he says. 

A: "'...and a suitability....decide as to the former.” 

S: You see, the only thing which is natural, and the only thing regarding which there 
be a natural right; whetner they love one another, this love for one another based 
on natural suitability. Yes. 

A: "'Marriages arranged...a happy or an unhappy marriage. 

S: Bow, we have something different* not simply love, but natural suitability« Bov, 
these are obviously very different considerations: people may be in love with one 
another, and may be wholly unsuited for living together, you know? That natural suit¬ 
ability is the mqr* solid thSng than the suitability of the paternal wealth and pater¬ 
nal rank may be true, but this is surely not the feeling of love, th is natural suita¬ 
bility. I it is perfectly clear that a and woman could be perfectly suitable 

to each other, a nd there would not necessarily be that X called passionate love, end 
vice versa. But still, whatever the difficulties may be, we must not forget, in fair¬ 
ness to Rousseau, that it is not a speech of Rousseau, but of Julie's father in t his 
situation. So, it fulfills its rhetorical function, to bring Julie into the proper 
shape; that's all we can reasonably expect. Bow, a little minor thing on page 364, at 
the end of the 4th para. 

A: "Ardent as an Italian.. .one worthy of her." 

S: In other words, s he is a composite of a number of European nations. It is interest¬ 
ing what he says about these different nations, but one thing: why he makes the selec¬ 
tion. Bid you notice? There is one nation of which he has nothing. 


A: Germany. 

S: That's true; but that is somewhat far-fetched, for Rousseau anyway, at that time. 
French, of course. She is wholly un—French. That is the criticism implied here. 

A: He is always talking about cold-blooded French women. 

S: Yes. Bo, he is very critical of the French throughout, we have seen, and that is 
one little indication of it. Bo, I Rousseau didn't know Ge rm a n s at all. You 

know, Italians he loiew, of course, because he had stayed in Italy for some time; and 
Spaniards I do not know, but perhaps he knew it, had some inkling from Spanish litera¬ 
ture. But of Germany I think he knew nothing. 

a: Is there some other reason why sometimes he' s very parochial and others he' s very 
r»n gmnp^T^ trin Tfrmmrrm himself? In his ^inaudible/ would be 

more an Sicilian type human being than cosmopolitan. On the other hand.... 
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S: No, that 4 oes through all his works, the critique of cosmopolitanism. But there is, 
nevertheless, a difference. After all, as a theoretician, he cannot belong to any par¬ 
ticular nationality. I mean, mathematics cannot.... 

A: This is more or less a description. S: For a girl, for a woman, yes. 

A: Also it's his own Smile, too. 

S; No, that is, I t h i n k, Rousseau's own Judgment. And the only reasonable answer to 
it would be, the irench way of treating these things is the worst, and therefore the 
silence about it. It is not very important, of course. Now, we come to a few other 
pages. ><e begin an page 367, bottom. This is probably in the middle of a para, the 
para beginning.... 

A: "Sophy was in love with Telemachus." 

S: Yes, Telemachus, the hero of Finelon's education . In the middle 

of this parai "'Does the heart depend on will? 1 " 

a: "'Is the heart controlled....since there is such a person as I..." 

S: No, this is more a need: "'And why would he not, could not someone like this exist 
since exist.'" Like Descartes: "j'existe"; "puisque j'exists, moi." But she gives 
it a more special turn. I believe that has really a broader bearing t/nan seems to 
be...this cartesian turn here, but.... 

A: This is the proof of God, isn't it? 

S: In a way, yes; in a way. It is a kind of ideal, well, let us read the whole sen¬ 
tence a g ain : n, i*md why can this someone not exist, since I exist, I who feel in myself 
a heart so similar to his?'" Yes, go on. 

A: ’"No, let us not wrong....more to blame than I. ,n 

S: Yes; now we read one more passage at the end of the next para. 

"I have no need to go so far...from than as well as from us." 

S: This is Rousseau's own remark now. Now we must see that: "Women are by nature as 
capable of the highest enthusiasm for virtue, as °mgh gg man can." Now, let us read the 
two following paras, which are very difficult. 

A; "You stop me here....proved again and again." 

S: "as I have proved a thousand times." Go an. 

A: "Let us give Emile....and an ordinary heart..." 

S: "and an ordinary soul." 

A: "...her education...she excels other women." 

S: This is a hard passage. Now, he had said first that woman is as capable of the 
h i gh est enthusiasm for virtue as is man. Now, t his highest enthusiasm makes her miser¬ 
able, as he has described in the preceding para. She cannot have this highest enthusi¬ 
asm, seems to be the end of thia reflection, because ah* hna a common soul. I mean, he 
has given Sophy an enthusiasm which only a very rare woman could have, he has to 
retract that now. Only the sublime souls can have such an enthusiasm. She cannot have 
that enthuni asm because she does not have a very vivid imagination. Sublimity of the 
soul and a very /ivid imagination seem to belong together. And the whole statement 
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seems to imply that the enthusiasm•for virtue is not natural. That is ay impression, 
but I am not sure of 'whether I understood it correctly. Poes any one of you have some 
suggestion? You see that is very evasive. 

A: There's involved when you were explaining the link between that 

very vivid imagination and the sublimity of the soul, because it seems that Sophy, whom 
Rousseau had painted immediately preceding thi* passage, hart the very vivid imagination. 
Am I correct? 

5: Yes, hut Sophy becomes in a way incurable. She was seeking for a man whom she 
would never find. 

A: But he didn't say anything about what sort of soul she bad there, did he? 

S: Ko, but he makes here, he says " je me suis igaxi moi-meme," he baa —how do you 
translate that?—taken the wrong road myself. So he must, he has done so in endowing 
Sophy with this degree of enthusiasm for virtue, through which Sophy becomes miserable 
and incurable. And now he reminds himself of the true Sophy, who cannot have such an 
enthusiasm, and therefore who can be cured so as to become able to become Smile's wife. 

A: I was wondering why it was necessary to say the enthusiasm for virtue was unnatural; 
even though, of course, this first Sophy dies because she cannot find 
It does not seem exactly rare, but.... 

S: That's a good question, but I believe I answer it, although I cannot quote chap¬ 
ter and verse now. w'e read earlier statements to the effect that the natural desires 
are those which do not depend on the imagination—x suppose some of you may remember 
that—and therefore, if the. sublimity of the soul is connected with a very vivid imag¬ 
ination, then it means the goals of the sublime soul are not natural goals. I am sorry 
that I don't remember the passage, but it was in the first book. 

A: In a sense illusions .are necessary throughout, and in some way to noble life, I sup¬ 
pose—not natural but very desirable? 

S: Yes, but still, given Rousseau's principle, to which he refers us here again, that 
only the natural can be good, then there remains a question mark, .e have seen this 
throughout the all bis praise of love, there is always the admission there 

is something factitious in it, and therefore, that something unnatural. 

A: But is there something higher that... ? 

S; Yes, there is something higher. 

A: Could you say something about Eenelon’s Telemachus? I have only the vague impres¬ 
sion that it was subversive. 

S: No; I think Fenelon was very critical of the absolute monarchy, of the terrible 
things he did; that is not exactly subversive. I mean, he was not a favorite with the 
court; he had some trouble, I seem to remember that. 

A: The only thing I know about it is a funny...is an act of Louis X7 when he was a boy 
and had a printing press, and his first job of printing was little pamphlets —liatron's 
and Telemachus—which he brought to his grandfather who looked at it, and because 
they were republican—he opened the one which was republican, snd said, a. le Dauphin, 
you have just printed your lest pamphlet; break up the type. 

S: I see. bell I think only the Telemachus was very famous as a book inspiring a char¬ 
itable Christianity, and not the persecution of fanatical views. This was, I suppose, 
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the reason why Rousseau liked it. And it was one of the most, perhaps the most famous 
education of a French writer—you know, education of the prince is, of course, the 
theme, Telemachus being the son of Odysseus; he is presented as a perfectly educated 
young man. You remember, when he appears in the Odysseus . some modem Englishmen called 
him a prig, but these modem Englishmen have different tastes from the 17th and 18th 
century French, obviously. 

A: I'm trying to reconcile your interpretation of this para with some others of Rous¬ 
seau's statements. You couldn't say that...or could you say that a woman's love cf 
virtue is natural, but her enthusiastic love of virtue is not natural? 

S: No, -on the contrary. I mean, the question is this—Rousseau has spoken about this 
quite a few times—there is a basic stratum of love; and that is the pure, the mere 
sexual desire, which prudes also have, and the naturalness of that Rousseau doesn't 
question; he only questions whether men cannot live, and live contentedly, without 
exercising, without having the desire. You remember, he says somewhere it is not a 
natural need," a physical need, and meaning by that, in condradistinction to self- 
preservation. jtan cannot live without taking care of his self-preservation, but he can 
live without sexual"life. That is, I think, what he means. But let us disregard this 
subtlety. hah is a sexual being; he has also sexual needs like the other animals. But 
then the specifically human, what we mean by love, preference for this individual, ad 
hanc. this is already not quite natural, because it is based on comparison—we have 
seen this argument, how, but the different thing is, of course, the question of virtue 
Now, I believe that what I suggested, that the implication of this passage is that the 
enthusiasm for virtue is not natural, i.e. not unqualifiedly natural, will come out in 
the sequel, if you follow that. 

A: I don't know the context of that phrase, the sublime science of the simple soul, 
but is that virtue? 

S: The sublime science? The conscience, rather. That occurs at the end of the 

and I think that is addressed to the conscience. But this is a very long... 
you know that, we have seen this question. 

A: I wanted to make an identification, the matter of the natural is good: is this not 
another side of the assertion -which he says, back some pages ago, is his fundamental 
principle—that whic h is, is good? He said it at that time in the context of that 
which is as that which we find about us in society, but he does in practice apply it 
even more often to that which is, that which is by nature, is good; and we saw... 

S: No; let us make a distinction. Rousseau can, of course, not say unqualifiedly that 
everything that is, is good; then the most abominable tyrannies would be good—end to 
say nothing of other things—that he cannot mean. Nov but if you say everything which 
is natural is good, and only everything which is natural is good—which he seems to 
, say—but then you come up against certain difficulties, because if you take this very 
j literally, you come back to the subhuman human which we have seen in the 
; qoursai you know, the stupid animal, where nothing artificial of any kind has entered; 

! , and th e n everything human would be bad. that surely cannot be his serious view. 

' And therefore we must see...I believe we find in the sequel some explanation of that. 

A: Just one s ligh t question. I find some difficulty in what you say, for two reasons. 
The first is that it would seem that it would have to be an immediate consequence of 
this, that this present speech is limited only to women, that therefore he doesn't really 
have anything to say about the highest enthusiasm for virtue in regards to men. He 
doesn't recreate a new Emile, or anything Him this; he doesn't really say anything 
else about.... 
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S: All right; that I admit. That I admit, that this statement in itself could be 
valid, would apply to woman only; and that one could say. But whether that's suffi¬ 
cient is anot her matter. 1 doubt that, but on the basis of this passage, you have 
right, you are right. 

A: And then the other thing I wondered about in regard to what hr. Schrock said, in 
that passage at the end of the ns I just noticed it—I have it here— 

Rousseau says: ■ "VirtueI sublime science of simple souls." 

S: Oh, virtue. Yes. 

A: Row, that would mean that we have to regard virtue on a sort of a bifurcated level. 
S: In which way? 

A: The virtue that we have encountered heretofore has been that which comes from 
amour-propre.... 

S: Sure. In other words, this statement at the end of the £iES£_j|Jji££SliJE5fc is a state¬ 
ment which cannot be compared in theoretical sophistication with what we have going 
through the Smile, that is clear. 

A: Ho, but even in the Emile , the virtue that we have encountered heretofore been 
that which comes from the pity, end when we trace pity back, we get pride and amour- 
propre. £1*3J But now we're getting into another kind of virtue which makes people - 
fall by the way, but moat specifically makes woman fall by the way. 

S: So, I th ink that would only mean the difference between the virtue of the man. and 

the virtue of the woman; whether this would be so relevant here, I doubt that. But_ 

.x. unison. 

A: in a u di b le be g i nning ^ I wonder whether this business about the difference, what 

is involved here, whether the different treatment of the two seres isn't in fact rather 
cruel. The para that follows this seems tied in with it, where he says that originally 
he was going to start off by building Sophy up from ground level, too, but then he de¬ 
cided that this wouldn't do, because...it seems to me that somehow why that wouldn't do 
is that, if you think of your lives on the board again, that they would somehow meet, 
and that this is somehow a difficulty, that natural and natural woman, as you might 
say, brought up in this way, wouldn't.... 

S: Let ms see. If I understand you correctly, you continue the argument of Hr. Butter- 
worth. 


A: To some extent, yes. 

S: Yes, and so that you would limit the statement to the virtue of women. How, in the 
case of women, it is qu^te true—that we have seen—according to Rousseau's description 
the education of the woman is from the very beginning unnatural, entirely in the ele¬ 
ment of opinion; idlereas in the case of Smile it is up to a point entirely without any 
concern for opinion. 

A: And tne particular thing is that I wonder whether, with his sort of, some of Mq 
premises which he's used earlier, he isn't in some kind of a difficulty regarding, in 
whether to regard woman, as opposed to man, as fundamentally asocial; because gfre is— 
in some vonoo -- aho is dependent in a sense which the mar) is not. 

S: Ho, but he has s a id so emphatically, that - woman—any, woman——must be educated, from 
tile very be ginning of her life. In dependence on opinion or prejudice. I i 1 v>a woman, 
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woman has such a nature that without becoming radically conventional she cannot be 
happy; because otherwise, very simply, if she would remain natural, then she would get 
a very bad reputation, whatever...even if she behaves very decently, you know, because 
she must even avoid any appearance, any appearance. So, I mean, woman is the hope¬ 
lessly conventional sex, if woman is to be good. In the case of man it is different: 

I most men are alse hopelessly conventional; Rousseau has made here the experiment with 
' one common man whom he educated so that he will remain as natural, until he is about IS 
or 20, as man can possibly be. But then at this moment, when he is 20, the union, a 
certain union, of citizen and man takes place through the Profession of Faith of the 
Savoyard Vicar, if I understand it correctly. 

A; And through. Sophy. 

S: Pardon? Yes, in another way. But so that Rousseau, in other words.. ../blackboard^ 
No, is now this here; and Sophy was...there never was such a bifurcation of 

woman and she-citizen: woman is, so to speak, from the very beginning citizen; whereas 
here the cleavage exists. That I believe is the situation. 

A: But isn't that the key to the problem here? 

S: Tes, now, but the striking thing is this: that—this is my objection to what you 
and nr. Butterworth would say—while he speaks here emphatically of women only, he also 
speaks very emphatically of nature; and therefore he reminds us of this overall problem. 
But I believe we will find the solution in the sequel. 

A: One thing about your saying that woman is equal to the citizen; still, women could 
destroy, say, society, it seems to me, simply by their sexual passion. 

S: Tes, but then they are very defective. And this shows in their own lives by misery. 

I mean, that is not interesting. But the best woman, the good woman, is necessarily 
opinion-guided, and in this sense citizen. The best msn is not...yes, we have another 
possibility—we can never...I will restate it: Emile is a common man; and then there 
is a third individual in our drama, and who is that? 

A: Rousseau. 

S: Jean-Jacque3. Now, Jeaa-Jaccues is, according to this claim, the natural man. In 
other words, his being the citizen of Geneva is something separate within him from the 
best and highest in Jean-Jacquea. And how does this come about? This is, by the way, 
my answer to the question, what is the standard in the light of which Rousseau judges 
love, plus enthusiasm for virtue? And that is the sentiment of existence; the senti¬ 
ment of existence which is higher—fir. Reinken 1 s beatific vision—for Rousseau. I mean, 
Rousseau's counterpart to the theoretical life, of which Smile is incapable and Sophy 
is incapable, but of which Rousseau is capable. Now, Mr. Johnson first. 

A: I had a feeling from the la3t two books, that at, in the beginning, when Emile was 
raised by Rousseau artificial things about him; but after 

having finished his product, he suddenly discovered that not only woman in the sense of 
modem society, but the basic inclinations of the woman were in almost considerable 
opposition to the natural man, once he is finished with the natural man; to a great ex¬ 
text Emile was finished for Sophy in the same book. And he has to even go further 
against what one might call almost like the nature of Sophy: certain inclinations have 
to be molded in order to make Smile possible, because otherwise all his work will be lost 

S: Tes; but how does this contradict it? 

A: Well, in some sense she is unnatural. 
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S: Unnatural, sure; but this makes her a worthy wife for Emile. 

A: No, I mean in some sense he has to, 1 almost have the feeling he has to make the 

strongest twisting of the custom to make 19 for the much greater defects on the part of 
Sophy—such as the tendency to be guided by public opinion, and so forth—so that she 
has to be remade in such a way...she can't step from being guided in this way, but she 
might be able to construct within a certain kind of public opinion. 

3: Yes, that is clear; that is the meaning of the bringing up of a decent girl, that's 

it. By this fact she becomes a good, proper girl, whereas in the case of Emile, this 

was not necessary and not desirable: he should be brought up in perfect freedom from 
any prejudice; whereas the other is different, hr. horrisan. 

A: I had a sort of a question which is on the same line. There is sort of, tne basic 

principle which has been underlying all the discussion in the Emile so far is that man 

is radically asocial. Is it true to say that, from Rousseau's point of view, this is 
not true of women? 

S: Ho; women by nature are, of course, as asocial as men. and only the human female— 
that's tne only way in which one can talk about it—differs from the other animal fe¬ 
males because there are no seasons; therefore she is mu c h more sexual than the resales 

of other species are. And this requires, then, that in the case of the human 

female a very severe upbringing; a very severe upbringing, so that she can live toler¬ 
ably happy—and needless to say that from Rousseau's point of view that is not very per¬ 
fect happiness, because there is a constant conflict between her desires and the conven¬ 
tion. Therefore he wrote his novel, in which he presents this 

conflict of a very virtuous woman—well, she was not very virtuous when she was young; 
but from the moment of her marriage on, she was absolutely virtuous. And she was appar¬ 
ently the happiest wife and mother you can imagine; and in the depths of her heart, she 
was unhap py, because she had not married the man she loved. And by the way, it is a 
very good illustration of the things he discusses here. How, that's the last question 
now, i-cc. Butterworth. 

A: Just one thing that bothers me: there's a point in the book where Rousseau very 
explicitly goes against this thing that has been building up, of the woman being subju¬ 
gated to opinion—and it's not explicitly his own words, but it's almost his own words— 
and this is the speech of Sophy's father, which Rousseau prefaces'by saying, Sophy's 
father spoke to her thus or almost thusly. It's almost the last sentence of the speech: 
"One of the most important things in a woman's life, you can marry anyone you want . 11 
And then he says, "If all the earth would blame us for this marriage, what does it mat¬ 
ter? we don't look for public approbation; it suffices for us to have your happiness." 

S: Yes, this can be on various levels. I mean the father means it sincerely; but he 
is not fully aware of what this implies. 

A:- The thing that I'm curious about is that, is it truly the father who is speaking 
here; since Rousseau prefaces it by saying "almost”; he says that the fatner spoke 
almost.... 


3: Yes, that is true, what this implies is that there is something in this speech 
which no father would literally say; and one would have to find out precisely what that 
is. 


A: Tovauta . 

S: Tovauta. absolutely: "such like things," as the Greeks, as Xenophon and Plato say. 

Yes, exactly the same. So ne knew that, either because he has read it or because he 
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has re-invented it. h'ow, we go on; we turn, to page 368, in the last para, the 2nd half 
of it: "One must not confound what is_ 11 Do you have that? 

a: ”^6 oust not confuse what is suitable in a state of savagery..." 

S: No: "what is natural to the savage state." 

a: "...natural to the state of savagery with what is suitable in civilised life.” 

S: Again , "natural." how you see, Rousseau makes now this indispensable correction, 
because otherwise what he aays would be entirely uninteresting if he would only speak 
of what is natural in the state of nature. So, there is something—in spite of the 
essent i ally conventional character of the civil state—there is something natural to it. 
Let us go on here. 

A: "In the former, and woman...and undifferentiated condition..." 

S: In other words, they are like beasts. 

A: "...in the latter, all their characteristics have been developed..." 

S: hore literally, "every character having been developed by social institutions." 

A: ."...the ranks have been distinguished. 

S: Uhere is "ranks"? "and every spirit, or mind, having received its proper and deter¬ 
minate form, not only from education, but through the well- or ill-regulated concurrence 
of the natural and of education," i.e. of the natural and of the conventional, "one can 
no longer..." How does it go cm? 

A: "...we can only make a match...promise of mutual suitability." 

S: Now, the crucial distinction which he makes hare between character spirit or 
mind, that has very much to do with it, because virtue belongs obviously to the charac¬ 
ter. So, .the character is developed by social institutions. The mind, on the other 
h a n d, does not receive its proper and determinate form only by social institutions, only 
by education, but also by nature. The distinction of minds, the difference of minds, 
is a natural distinction. The difference of characters is less a natural distinc¬ 
tion, to be careful — strictly speaking, there is nothing said here of any natural dif¬ 
ference of characters. So, the mind and the difference of minds is natural. Now, let 
us turn to page 369 , the 2nd para. 

A: "The difficulty is this....the fewer husbands and fathers." 

5: Let us leave it at this. The context is the primary context: how to get 

suitable matches. But in order to understand what suitability means, he to consider 
all ingredients; and we have seen, first, two ingredients: spirit character. Row, 
he drops spirit, and speaks only of character. And he speaks *ben of the disharmony 
between good or bad characters and social rank —in other words, a poor girl who is 
good, and a rich man who is bad; but this rich man who is bad «« easily get this poor 
girl via the interference of the girl's parents, who wish to marry her off for the sake 
of her happiness. And you can easily figure out all other possible combinations; be¬ 
cause there is not only rich and poor, there is also nobleman commoners, and so on, 
and so on. But this disharmony between the good or bad characters a nd social rank is, 
accor ding to what we have read before, a disharmony between two things which are both 
not simply natural, nhy? I mean, that the ranks are not natural is clear, because 
wealth and poverty, nobility and commonness depends on the law. It's clear that it 
depends on the law: because without property laws, no property; no rich and poor. The 
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distinction between noblemen and commoners is also a legal distinction. How, as regards 
good and bad characters, that depends decisively on education, on breeding, not on na¬ 
ture. 


now, let us turn to page 570, in the 2nd para, be have only to read the center 
of that para. 1 mean, he discusses now the casuistry of marriage: who should marry 
whom; and the net result is, it is all right if the man is wealthier or nobler than the 
woman than the other way around. 3ecause otherwise a wholly unnatural dependence of 
the husband on the wife takes place: if she has all the money, or if she comes from 
the noble family, then he is a tolerated intruder, and that doesn't make for the hus¬ 
band's authority within the marriage. It is simple common sense. But we must now con¬ 
sider the more f undamen tal question. "When he marries in the lower rank..." Bo you 
have that? "When he marries a women of lower rank, he does not descend, he elevates 
his spouse." 

A: .^Page 370, para "£} "...a man does not lower....Thus there is in the first case... 

S; This is, of course, really elementary common sense; just figure it out for yourself: 
a girl from a noble family marries in a lower family; what will the other girls of her 
rank say about her mesalliance? She married below her rank; she is no longer, they can 
no longer entertain her, perhaps; a terrible misfortune, naturally. But now we come to 
the next point. Go on where you left off. 

A: "...in the first case good unmixed_ungrateful or despised." 

3: Let us stop here. In other words, the key sentence is this: when he takes her 
fron a lower rank, the natural order and the civil order are in agreement, and every¬ 
thing goes well. Bow here, natural order has of course...natural order does no longer 
mean what it meant before: natural order means the order derivative from the fact that 
man is, has a h ig h er rank in marriage than the woman. If this is the natural...it does 
not mean more than that here. So, this is only an example of the fluidity of the man¬ 
ner. ..of the flexibility of Rousseau's usage, let us turn to page -371, para 3. We 
must read that full para. 

A: "By nature man tM-nW but seldom." 

EED .OP TAPE SHE ORE. 

S: "doesn't thiat all," "ne pense gu&re.” 

A: "...hardly thinks. Ee learns to think, Th-iwiring is an art he acquires like 

all the others." 

3: Itr Butterworth, you looked...you are not sure that I'm right. 

A: I didn't understand what you said. S; I see; but..."does not th-inir a t all." 

A: "hardly." S: "Hardly"? "Hot at all” is too strong? 

A: He said "ne pense guire," not "ne pense pas." 

S: Thank you. So, 1 apologize to our master. But "seldom" is surely not the proper 
translation. Go on. 

A: "...like all the others, but with even greater....entirely one of education." 

S: "almost entirely." This is a distinction wbjefr Las a root in nature. Yes. 

A: "A man who thinks....she who knows least about virtue." 
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S: "least what is honesty," "who knows least." Is other words, she is the least 
Socratic; she never raises the question what is decency; because, one could rightly 
say, if she raises this question, that's very critical. Tes. 

A: "But it is none the less...to make himself understood." 

S: .iow, here we see again, we come back; thinking has of course to do with the mind or 
the esprit; and this rests...this most fundamental distinction of the human race—that 
is almost Platon ic o r Aristotelian —is that between those who think and those who do 
not think; and this distinction is based primarily on natural distinction. The dis¬ 
tinction within the human race concerns thinking; and this, as appears from the sequel, 
has nothing to do with morality, because—we have seen from the last part of this 
statement—morality does not depend on that: the conscience is much better as a guid¬ 
ance here than Cicero's Offices, or any other theoretical book. Do you see the point? 

I mean, I think I have almost proved my interpretation, with the exception of one point: 
what is the status of the conscience? what is the status of the conscience. Did you 
follow the argument? So, you must wait a moment. 

A: No, I didn't follow. 

S: lou didn't follow? That's the reason why I will repeat it. 

a: But just in this, in that you said that the distinction largely is natural, and he 
says it's largely based on education. 

S: But what does this imply? He says—he goes very far—he says this difference de¬ 
rives almost uniquely from education, i.e. it does not simply derive from education; it 
does have a natural root. 

A: les, but that's not the same as saying the distinction is largely natural. 

3: But, no, you must see it in the context of the argument: there was, the passage 
from which we started seemed to suggest that the enthusiasm for virtue is not natural— 
that was our starting point. Then we read a distinction, on page 236, in the last para 
between the spirit in contradistinction to the character, and there it was clearly 
stated—or almost clearly stated—that the spirit was natural and the character is due 
to education or convention. This we have in mind; and this we must keep in mind. Sou, 
he says that morality has nothing to do with thinking, because the simplest people can 
be very moral, whereas tM wiring people can be very immoral; and the light which moral¬ 
ity needs is not thinking, properly speaking, but the conscience. And therefore the 
question is reduced to the question of the status of the conscience: is the conscience 
natural or not? If the conscience is natural, one reasoning will follow; if the con¬ 
science is not natural, then the enthusiasm for virtue would indeed not be natural. 

Now let us see 'whether we find any further...in the next para, I think, 371, para 4< 

A: "Moreover, if a woman....intelligent or pleasing children.” 

S: literally, "never good minds nor amiable children.” Good minds: "bons esprits." 
and here, that throws light on the conscience. Here you have a conscientious mother, 
as defined before; and qua conscientious mother, and only conscientious mother, she 
cannot produce anything but affected monkeys or—what was the other thing?—stupid, 
itourdis polissons. 

A: ."noisy little rascals.” 

S: All right; that's it. In other words, the light which the conscience gives is very 
inadequate for education. The argument is not advanced In the sequel beyond this point 
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but I thought we should surely consider it. Now let us see how he goes on. a little 
bit later on page 372, in the 2nd para, there is this remarkable overstatement of Rous¬ 
seau—he is famous for that—"If extreme ugliness were not disgusting, I would prefer 
it to extreme beauty." And the reason which he gives for it, because in a short time 
the one and the other becoming zero for the husband, beauty becomes an inconvenience, 
because she makes the woman attractive to other men; and ugliness becomes an advantage, 
because she will not be desirable. So, this only because of its amus ing character; it 
has been quoted by Brother Chrysostom in his paper. Now, let us turn to page 373 is 
the 4th para. That is a very long para, and I wonder whether we can afford to read it. 
Yes, I think we should read it. 

A: "Lien say life is short.... complain that it passes slowly." 

S; I think we can leave it here; he develops it in a very sensible way. But it is not 
+>vi<! general wisdom, it is the specific term which Rousseau gives to this general wis¬ 
dom which is important. "No one wishes to live today." To live today means fully to 
surrender to the present; to forget about the future; to forget about the past. Th at 
is the sentiment of existence to which he alludes here. This is his ultimate standard: 
the perfect moment, v/e will find ether remarks to this effect later, tie turn to page 
374 , bottom, the beginning of the para.. 

A: "To travel on foot....before his eyes and beneath his feet." 

S: Let us stop here. The only way of travelling is to travel like the philosophers 
travelled. Now, has this any implication for the book? I mean, Emile also will travel 
that way; but that is not the most important implication. Here, he does not speak of 
the philosophers in a derogatory sense, which he has d o n e so often. But these are not 
contemporary philosophers; these are the ancient philosophers. I t hink it implies that 
!Rousseau himaoiT regards himself as a philosopher. And that is, I believe there is 
^some connection between hi a allusion to the sentiment of existence shortly made before. 

A: Also, he who runs may not read, cannot read. 

S: Yes, that has to do with it. A: Should it not be pushed through to Emile? 

IS: No, no: Emile comes as close to a philosopher as a non—philosopher can, that we 
know. AT'j I think it is no accident—although I haven't reread it—that the last...in 
the original edition, Book T has two subdivisions: Sophy, or the Woman; and Travels. 

So, there is probably a connection with that. 

A: Excuse me; where does this division occur? /S: -hien?/ In this book, in the orig¬ 
inal. 

S: well, I have a very common edition here. We have not yet reached that point. Is 
it marked in the translation? /Yes J Very good. 

A: ./inaudible J 

3: Yes, we do not came yet...yes, there is a clear title here: Les Voyages. So now... 

A: Excuse me; could I just make one last , something that interests me; somet hing 

that occurred to me a long while ago. On 374, he says "We do not travel like courriers 
but l ike explorers. We do not merely consider the beginning and the end, but the space 
between." That reminded me very strongly of the passages right at the beg inni n g of 
Book II, I think, where he was talking about proceeding by touch; feeling your way, and 
not to go by.... 
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S: Yes, the spirit of empirical science. This goes through. You know, when ne learns, 
when Emile learns the rudiments of physics, and everything; there should be nothing 
which is of any concern to him which he does not understand clearly and distinctly. 
That's the same spirit which goes throughout. 

A: Yes, this throws a stronger connection with philosophy, the philosophical man. 

S: On, yes. nr* Kicgorald.. 

A; Small comment; wouldn't one have expected the philosopher who is travelling to 
look at the heavens above; but instead he looks at what is below his feet. 

S: Yes, sure. But to some extent, I believe, this would be implied. You rem e m b er, 
Emile learned very early to find his bearings by the heavenly bodies. Now, page 378, 
the last para. 

A: "If I relate the plain....liking which takes the place of love..." 

S: Which is an important qualification. Puppy-love, I believe they call it—does one 
not use the term puppy-love for the very first love at a very early age?—which is not 

genuine love, and therefore he says "an inclination which takes the place of love"; but 

nevertheless it is a most powerful impression on the individuals concerned. 

A: "...produces lasting effects....so neglected by other authors..." 

S: "by all others." That is one of these statements about the meaning of the book by 
the author himself. which must be, in a perfect reading the beginning, you know? ahat 
does the author claim to have done in this book, what has not been done hitherto? In 
a humbler way you have it in every Doctor's dissertation, you know—when the candidate 
is supposed to say what didyou do in your thesis, and has this not been done by someone 
else—so that you all know what this is, only on a...but in principle the same question 

Li "...and because I have not allowed...difficulties of expression." 

S: That is all we need. I thought I should bring it in; and this shows, of course, 

the crucial significance of Books IV and V in particular; because he doesn't claim that 

he is the first to have written about infancy. Page 381, the 2nd para from the bottom. 

A: "fty course is drawing....sacrificed to what will never be." 

S: You remember, this was the very beginning of the book to which he returns now. And 
an the next page, in the 3rd para. 

A: "Emile has not forgotton....conscious of the slow flight of time.” 

S: No, really: "of the ennui," well, "of the boredom of life,” one can translate it. 

A: "If my time...spend his whole life like this." 

S: Nov, this is a very important part of Rousseau's analysis: passion and boredom be¬ 
long, together in this sense, that only to the extent to which v« «ra capable of having 
passions are we bored: we are bored when we are not passionate. If we would reach a 
stage above the passions,!we could no longer be bored. That is the sentiment of exist¬ 
ence again; that's the connection. On page 386, in the 2nd para. 

A: "'why,' said I....Having dabbled all your life in philosophy...*" 

S: That is bad: "After having philosophized all your life," and so on. ,jrcile has phi¬ 
losophised—in his way—all his life; that's the formula for Emile's education. Yes. 
Well, we don't need the rest; we have to make some selection. Page 389, in the 2nd par 
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A: “Uomen are no strangers...surface of logic and metaphysics." 

S: So; does he say that? "women should only effleurer—what is that in English?—well, 
"slightly touch the sciences of reasoning, 11 unless there is something else in the dif¬ 
ferent version. Is there nothing? /2i I can't find it^/ 411 right; go on. 

A: "Sophy understands readily....progress in the moral sciences and aesthetics..." 

S; "in wvr pig and in the things of taste." The term "aesthetics" did not yet exist, 
if I remember well, at that time. 

A: "...as to physical science...and order of this world." 

S: "of the system of the-world." «ell, almost everything she changes. 

A: uhat does he mean "physical sciences"? 

S: Physics; he says physics. No, I mean, she takes her vocabulary from the Announce¬ 
ments of the University of Chicago, I believe. Yes. 

A: "Sometimes in the course...to nature's God..." 

S: Literally, "to its author"; but of course that doesn't affect.... 

A: "...they are not afraid...their hearts before him." 

S: Yes; only because this is another reference to the difference between the two sexes 
regarding intellectuality. You see, the inferiority of the female sex is here politely 
admitted. Let us turn no« to page 392, para 4. 

A: "I have already shown....to fight to the death?" 

S: Now, this is a great question again which we had before already in tne S finond ..LiS r 
jjflUgga, as he will show shortly after: is jealousy natural?—taking jealousy, of 
course, as avampio of the human passions: to what extent are the passions natural? 
Now, the next para. - 

A: "No cna can Hany - riiattnguish between these different cases." 

S: Now, let us first see. So, for example, that someone should be angry if his food 
is • fcaVan away from him, that's natural; and even if he is not hungry at the moment—he 
hftg it only for the next day—it is equally natural; and we can enlarge that. So, when¬ 
ever men are thwarted, they are naturally angry; but this being thwarted is one thing, 
and jealousy—especially in its extremest forms—is another. Now, R ousseau feels he 
cannot answer this question without answering the connected question: is the attach¬ 
ment to a single woman natural? More specifically, is monogamy natural? Let us read 
page 393, the 3rd para. 

A: "Now consider the human species...in our part of the world..." 

S: Yes; I th-iwic that is not difficult to understand. 

A: "...an equality....the care which results from it." 

S: Now, what does this amount to, then? Is monogamy natural? In a general way, yes, 
he says here. He makes an important exception: "at least in our climates." If there 
would be a great difference between the number of females and males, then it would be 
different; this he makes clear. Now, let us turn to page 394, in the 2nd para. 

A: "True love....in the work already referred to..." 

S: Hhich is that? 
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S: tihich we have read. Tea. 

A: "...that this sentiment....only differs from vanity—amour-propre—in this 

respect...sentiment full of equity." 

S: and so on. and then he shows, furthermore, the element of delusion which comes in. 
So, is love natural, then? I mean, monogamy seems to he in a way natural, within cer¬ 
tain limitations. Is love natural? What we ordinarily understand hy love, passionate 
love, is not , and the question arises, in this whole section, he refers to the 

partly for things which he had already said in the amile . That 1 s very 
strange: he doesn't quote his earlier writings too frequently . So, I 

believe a reading of the jSmile would show a much more radical criticism of love and 
monogamy. There is especially; in a long note to the SssBSiJUSSiSlSSSSt a critique of 
Locke 's Second Treatise, and what Locke said there about the conjugal society, where he 
goes extremely far. Locke, of course, taught the natural monogamy of the human race; 
but he didn't go beyond that because of the long time of human infancy, that the bond 
of father and mother must be more firm and lasting than in any other animal species. 

He didn't say, of course, it is absolutely firm and absolutely lasting, but more firm. 
And Rousseau criticizes exactly this point, and denies the natural character of mar¬ 
riage. I believe that is the reason of this allusion here. 

A: In this case, now, is it that you take the latest statement as being the most solid 
statement? 

S: Rot quite, because the reference back would seem to say that in this particular 
point he still agrees. He still agrees; otherwise he wouldn't quote it. I think no 
one...I mean, there are people who think it is very necessary, if they change their mind 
to indicate in every point, in my former writing I said this; and that is wrong—which 
one could take to be a kind of displaying of oneself, and apparently Rousseau had this 
feeling, too. So Rousseau, in quite a few points, changes the earlier view, and I think 
simply trusting the intelligence of the reader who would not believe that the more prim 
itive statement, the more elementary statement can have the authority of the more ad¬ 
vanced statement. But precisely for this reason, when he refers here back to the 
Second Discourse, this would mean to say, in this point I still agree with it. In 
other words, he does no longer agree with the simplistic statement about compassion oc¬ 
curring in the Second Discourse, but he agrees fundamentally with the teaching of the 
Second Dincoume regar d i ng jealousy, love, monogamy. That I would take...this is my 
interpretation of that. 

a: But the reason I raised the question is that it is my impression that in the spe- 
dific point about monogamous marriage in the Second Discourse. Rousseau had a different 
position from what he gives here. 

S: Yes, but if he quotes it here, if he quotes the Second Discourse in this context, I 
would say he regards the statements in the Second Discourse, which are much more elabor¬ 
ate, still as substantially correct; and, in other words, especially this long criticis: 
of Locke in -that note. Row a few more passages; page 395, bottom. 

A: "Most of the habits....remains because he is a captive." 

S: "he is in chains"; "in the irons,” literally. 

A: "'Yes,' you will say....to the yoke of manhood.” 
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c. tph„ t is a very interesting statement, the complicated nature of freedom. So, he... 
fledlMs to say that Smile likes to he, to stay with Sori.y, although the author does 
Mt^y here, became...you"to^ this much, all of you, at least from the literature, 

To know that this is the case. So, in other words, there is a difference between being 
£ !£?<„. gladly and not gladly. Now, let us apply this »o...in other words, even if 
.+ is tTUB that men like, prefer civil society to the sta-.s of nature, this would be 
eLtatiSte wi«£ the fact that civil society is a state of ‘.hains; would be compatible. 

he say here about the infancy of Emile, when,' he did everything glndly 
S SJ- plis^e? This is true, but is there net also something else, too, whicn we 
hfl-wg heard about the education of Emile? The most general s utement.... 

a: Force and guile. \ 

3: Yes; he was kept there, guided by force and guile, of which'he was to^some extent 
unaware—of the guile he was wholly unaware, and of the force ht was not fully aware. 

So, that goes together. That’s a complicated thing , freedom. I Relieve that is very 

important. 

A; Rousseau says that he has "made him fit for every condition amyg men,” but the one 
thing that cannot become, his chains make it impossible for to be a...well, 

an intellectual, let alone a philosopher. ^ 

S- So an intellectual, that would not be desirable from Rousseau's ±yint of view, ■ 
■would say; but the philosopher. ..yes, but that is impossible for him, ^nt is.... Bu ■, 
I think one can say what Rousseau indicates here, man .is always in cha.^, alvw , 
meSToaly---either the chains are gladly borne or they, are not eladly \oxne; f* 7 
[ar^ill chains. and the only freedom is this here /Blackboard/ the sentiment of 
'existence, where neither the future nor the past act as a frame, where tin is fully 
'satisfied with the present. 

Isn’t it interesting, though, that the close development of the sentiment of exist¬ 
ence in the Fifth Reverie also includes then the thought where he says, I would be 
happy even in the donjons, even in the Bastille? 

3; Yes; because that is true freedom. 

...then slavery is wanting, is that the idea? because I am 
yj 1 ~h to accept being there. 

3: Because in...I mean, here Rousseau, in a way, returns to the teaching at this 

Mint that it doesn’t make any difference whether you are a slave or a freeman if you 
.Sfa’s^. OhtyRousseau’ svisdom is defined more in terms of the sentiment «: exist- 
\ence thaiTof insight, i-iore; the insight is also there; but the peculiarity is tha . 
we need two more passages, I believe. On page 399 in the 2nd para. 

a: "Sometimes frig steps....foundation of a good conscience." 

S- y e ll, that is not...we must not say so much: "Be has still that amiable delicacy 
which flatters and nourishes the amour-propre of the good ^stimonyabout 
You see. here we have clearly amour-propre as a virtue, or as the root of virtue a S aI1 ^* 
SrTii aS more passage towhich I would like to call your attention; that is on page 

404, in the 4th para. 

A: That's next time's.... 

S- Pardon 9 411 right, let us not be too strict. I mean, let us disregard these con¬ 
ventional chains. Perhaps..-because next time we have many other things to discuss. 

4re you willing to read something which belongs to the next assignment. 
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A: Oh, Certainly. 

S: I tho ug ht you might have accepted convention as a natural role. 

A: "That was all I said....never renounce them for you. 

S: of course this settles it completely. 1 mean, that settles his fate completely 

in his favor, that there is something regarding which he will not make any concessions 
to Sophy. Now, only the word, the term, "the rights of humanity"—that is the rights 
of man , but here it has a slightly different meaning: those rights, the rights of hu¬ 
manity in the sense also, the rights which others have, the claims which others have on 
one on the grounds of humanity. But the phrase is still, I think, quite rema r k a ble; I 
would say offhand—subject to revision—that this term comes up in the 18th century, 
just as the rights of Tnnn their appearance there. In other words, the tendency to 
understand duty in terms of the rights which others have on oneself: all duty is 
social duty; otherwise this would not . make sense. And when later on people said there 
is...all duties are correlative—where there is a right there must be a duty, and vice 
versa—this is of course only true If duties are social duties; otherwise it 
wouldn't be true. Even under that condition, it would not necessarily be true; for 
example, if someone has the duty of gratitude, there does not necessarily follow a 
right on the part of the individual to whom he owes gratitude to demand it from the 
other. But in the duties of justice in the narrower sense, this is certainly true, 
for. Seltzer? 

A: It's interesting that toils...Sophy was first attracted to Emile when he wept at 
the plight of her family, in other words, expressed compassion; and here again whe n he 
expresses compassion towards the people that...the man that broke a leg.... /s: Poor 
people, yesj/...that ne meets in the field . Again compass i o n . And t h is is 

what decides her, that she wants him in the last.... 

S: jh, no; there is no question that this goes through Rousseau. 

A: This is what makes her say, take my band; it is yours. 

b: Yes. No, compassion is taken as an almost unmistakable sign of goodness—goodness 
here understood as a feeling heart; that, one can safely say, is a very characteristic 
thing of the 18th century, especially of the second half. A good man is a compassion¬ 
ate man, and vice versa. This was a very powerful tendency there, and, well, Burke nas 
expressed it very neatly in the Reflections on the Revolution of France— if I remember 
well, or in a later writing about the French Revolution—that there were two...he dis¬ 
tinguishes two Vinri< of virtues: thaso softer feelings virtues, and the sterner 
virtues. Now, the sterner virtues were pushed back in favor of these softer virtues. 
anri the "aw** was humanity, humanity, which, if I remember well, In Th omas * Si ctt ?— —I do 
not know whether a goes back to older sources—humanity is defined as a virtue in 
the relation of tm»t> to people inferior to him. I mean, far example, hu man ity is not a 
virtue regulating the relation between man and other men superior to him or equal to 
him—well, not in every respect. For example, there is a story...no, this story is 
something different. But humanity.. .1 mean, for example the man may be very superior 
to you but he may be sick: in that respect inferior. Now, in the extreme fora, the 
feelings for the underdog; the virtues, virtue regulating man's relation to the under¬ 
dog, th-i w became the preponderant feeling; and therefore all these reforms, prison re¬ 
form, awri whatever else they begun at that time, that all was there. But it is 
also true that this pushing back of the sterner virtues has been retained by the same 
school of Western thought. There is a passage i n Monteaeuieu, in the Spirit of the 

■in nna of tVio books on commerce —X don't know in wMof the two at the mom e n t — 
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where he speaks of commerce—the old theme of Plato and Aristotle, that commerce cor¬ 
rupts the manners intercourse with strangers having other customs, and all this kind of 
thing, ^nd 1-iontesouieu accepts that, that commerce does harm to the purity of manners, 
that ae retains; but he says on the other hand, commerce—and this very thing which 
maxes for impurity of manners—makes for goodness of manners. This, I think, is a very 
beautiful formula of what happened, and is identical with Burke 's diagnosis Of' what . 
happened, and Rousseau plays here a somewhat.. .he is, of course, the prophet of compas¬ 
sion, humanity; and at the same time, the constant reference to the heroes of Plutarch , 
the Spartan-Roman ingredient; and it is so hard...it is one of the confusing things in 
Rousseau: where does he really stand? Because surely in Rome and Sparta, we wouldn't 
find this kind of thing. And yet he was...both things are in him. Rabbi Weiss. 

A: I was wondering about the connection of this to conscience, and whether the rights 
of man, or rather, whether the notion that duties are derivative from the rights of man 
doesn't have to be modified somehow, to bring in the primacy of conscience. That is, I 
had thought of duties being derivative first from conscience, which I know is connected 
with other men, but somehow, in other words, stemming from within, and not...stemming 
from within primarily, and not stemming from the rights of others primarily. 

S: I do not believe there is a direct connection between the two issues. I think...no, 
it is so. I mean, that there is such a shift from duties to rights, 1 believe that can 
easily be shown. This is one thing; and the other thing is surely the. ..conscience is 
much more frequently mentioned, say, in Rousseau, than it would be in an earlier age. 
Why? Hot that conscience was not known and spoken about, but if you take the Thnnistie 
teaching, in the Thematic teaching, Thomas makes the distinction between the primary 
awareness of moral principles, which he cedis synderesis—a word which has disappeared 
from usage—and conscience. The conscience, we can say roughly—but you must correct 
me, Rafcoi Weiss—the conscience is the application of what the synderesis says to a par¬ 
ticular case—did I act rightly now?—approving, disapproving, whatever it may be. How, 
the interesting thing is that this practical part of the whole consisting of synderesis 
and conscience becomes emancipated—do you see?—I mean, the conscience remains without 
the synderesis—that's what one could say—and therefore new theories of the conscience 
are required. The practical meaning is that the conscience, as it is here used by Rous¬ 
seau, is.. .means that all men, if they only would take the trouble, would not surrender 
to the passions, would be as good judges of what is right and wrong, as good as any 
other. That, I believe, is the crucial...whereas in the older view, there was always a 
great difference between children and mature people, between wise and unwise people. 
When people speak of the conscience in the 18th century, this distinction is out. That, 
I believe, is the crucial point. So, there is a connection, I am sure, between the two 
things; but they are not identical. The most extraordinary case which I remember is 
this: when Kant discusses, in his Foundation of the rietanhysics of r-iorals , a case, a 
father has received a deposit from someone else, and this other man travelled, to other 
continents probably, and when he comes back he has to give it to him. In the mean time, 
his family falls into misery—well, the mother becomes ill, I believe that's the point— 
and there is a doctor. They don't have money; and then the father is tempted to dip 
into that deposit. And Kant says—I am speaking from memory; it may not be quite exact, 
but it amounts in substance to this—and Kant says that even a child of 10 years would 
know perfectly well that under no circumstances can this be done; in other words, that 
this case, that is, 1 mean, a difficult case even for a grown up person, could be de¬ 
cided by any sane girl of 10 years old. Well, Kant did not reproduce this statement in 
his more mature writings, but it is characteristic: the conscience does not require 
experience. If you take the Rousseauan statements, that in every...well, of course it 
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is not there in a baby in the cradle, but very soon after; that is an infallible guide 
and distinguished from reason. You have seen that Rousseau ordinarily uses conscience 
in contradistinction to reason; mwairiwg the reasoning process, the considering of the 
circumstances, does not enter. This, I believe, is the point. In other words, if I na 
remind you of the sc he ma I gave in my last lecture, this has, I think, to do with the 
gecnetrization of the conscience...of natural right, rirst of all, the gecmetrization 
means that the conclusions from the principles, however low, are equally universal as 
principles themselves. Therefore you can treat natural law more geometrico . That is 
the first step. And the second step is in a way a rebellion against th-is first step: 
you do not have to be a geometrician of ethics, you do not have to be a studier of the 
natural law, as Locke calls it. Everyone knows that, because we have in us something 
w hich gives us inf alli b le guidance, and the trouble only is that we don't listen to it; 

I mean, we follow our passions without reflecting for one moment. A moment's reminder 
of our duty would be sufficient to give us perfect clarity—and not in such simple 
cases as should I steal money in order to buy drugs and other relatively simple cases, 
but in such a complicated case where it might really be defensible for that father to 
do what he has no reasonable doubt his friend would do whan be was there, to take out 
some money in order to save his wife—end surely the child of 10 years would be com¬ 
pletely unable to judge of that, because she would naturally say that the life of her 
mother is infinitely more valuable for the family: th-fnir of all the implications which 
the death of a mother can have. A little bit of reflection shows how impossible the 
view is which Kant .iad there. 

A: In the view of Rousseau, does the conscience not only judge but also obligate one 
to do a certain act? JS: Yes, surety Wall, then the duties.... 

S: Do, these are two different considerations. The consideration would be roughly 
this—especially considering the connection between duty, as Rousseau understands it, 
and compassion: the simple natural feeling of comnassion—if you only remember it, an 
do not follow your, say, your greed, that you take away from another something to which 
you have a legal right, and have no feeling for the sufferings which you inflict—the 
simple compassion would already act, counteract the self-assertion; needless to 
say.... But I do not believe that the teaching regarding the conscience which Rousseau 
uses throughout his book belongs, from his own point of view, to the center of his 
teac hing ,, as you can see from the fact what he says, in the first part of the 4th book. } 
the compassion is not good enough , it must be generalised, as he puts it, you remember' j 
This is, of course, no longer... i.e. vou see some poor fellow who is fettered and 
bro ugh t into jail, and you have compassion with him, and if you could you would unfett* 
him and set him free, and do not consider that he is a murderer and night commit any 
more murders; that is...generalized compassion would, of course, say, you have compas¬ 
sion, I mean, observe compassion more toward innocent people rather of criminals, 
and so on. But mere compassion wouldn't be enough* 

A: Would it be right to say, then, that compassion is generalised because of your con¬ 
sideration of the rights of other men, and in that sense it is...? 

i 

S: Yes, but this is a process. I mean, this is not compatible with conscience as the 
sublime science of the simple soul, i.e. where one man is as good a judge as everybody 
else. This generalization is not a which everyone do. 

A: Bo you derive your notion of the rights of from l *• ng compassion? 

S: No, no. That would not be true. The rights of are derived from the fundamental 
right, the right of self-preservation b£ a process of generalization. In other words, 
fu nd am e ntally the reasoning of Hobbes. Good; so, we sha ll not meet Thursday..... 

END OF LECTURE. 
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S: ill right, for. coy an wants to read next time; but there is one point: how can I 
be certain that you will not be influenced toy today's meeting? So, you may read it 
next time, and I will keep it. You remind me that you read next time. 

«ow, first, for. Buttervorth, you have raised, of course, extremely interesting 
questions which it would not be practical to discuss now, but perhaps they come up 
while we go, you know, and then we don't have to find with great difficulty the rele¬ 
vant passages, therefore I will postpone a discussion of the whole question of virtue 
and goodness, as well as of the question of the relation of the summary of the 
to the Social Contract itself, *rh-ir»h are two very important issues. 

jsou 1 would like to say only one point regarding the latter thing: that in a 
summary, everyone would of course omit many things which occur in the complete state¬ 
ment; th er efore, it is only...it would give a greatly.deceptive impression of the orig¬ 
inal. In other words, if any one of us trying to write a summary of the 
on, say, 10 pages instead of 100 pages, would considerably differ from Rousseau, 
the question would arise, and the second point: there are certain subjects of utmost 
importance which are o mi tted, but one can also raise the question were these 

subjects not already dealt with in the Emile before. 

a: Just one thing, ihe disjunction which I see there is, first of all, there is a dif¬ 
ference between giving a summary.and thus remaining faithful to the text; even though 
you can't bring in all the points in the original text, you don't bring in any points 
that weren't in the original text, which I believe that I can find.... 

S: Yes, but the question would then be, are these points necessary to bring in in a 
summary, because in a complete statement they would be somehow understood on the basis 
of the earlier developments. Ue will take this up; it is of no use to discuss it in 
general. I am grateful to you that you emphasise this question. 

One very minor point regarding virtues: I the ordinary derivation of the 

Latin word virtues is from vir. man. I said that 7 } Yes, but you said something 

of vis ; whether there is any connection.... 

A: I don't think I made myself understood; I meant to say vir . 

S: Very good. Now, I did not quite understand what the result of your comparison be¬ 
tween Emile and Rousseau was. I mean, you started from the obvious fact that they are 
very different; and then you opened this whole question of virtue and goodness, and the 
question of the relation of the to the summary, anH then.. .are they 

identical, or are they not? 

A: In the end, I maintain, because of the disjunction of tkj.a last dialogue, that 
Smile is relegated to a different position.... 

S: Well, that he always was. 

A: except that the virtue offered to him, and the happiness offered to Trim ia the first 
discussion, was in keeping with Rousseau's.... 

S: I see. In other words, the end is the approximation of F.miio to Rousseau; 

greater than the approximation achieved before. 

A: Mo, that's not what I meant to say. The first discussion of virtue arid happiness 
would be an almost complete identity of Emile and Rousseau, with certain points •»>»>> 

82 ?e • but at the end, after they to the government, Rousseau 

now relegates him to an entirely different type of happiness and type of position. 
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S: I see; I could not follow the hulk of the argument. One more point: when you say 
he differs from Descartes in so far as he suggests inaction in the oase of doubt, ahy 
is this different in Descartes? 

A: Descartes says specifically in the Discourse on method, and I think also in the 
Meditations, that in order not to remain in a state of inaction, I'm going to give ray- . 
slef rules of conduct while I am in doubt. 

3: Yes, hut the more specific thing where he gives this rule is when you ere in the 
midst of a forest; and then he says, you can't possibly stay there, and then the only 
safe thing is not to go a few steps in this direction then that direction, hut choose 
arbitrarily one direction and follow it, because you can he sure sooner or later you 
will get out of the forest—which is a commonsensical proposal, which Rousseau surely 
would also have accepted. The key point, I think, is the same, because in the chapter 
on error in the 4th Meditation, that is exactly the rule: when we do not know, when we 
do not have clear and distinct judgment, suspend judgment. If you ascend when you do 
not have clear and distinct judgment, then you follow the dangerous inclination of the 
will, which is infinite, to ascend beyond the sphere of clear and distinct knowledge. 

1 do not see the difference here. 

The last point: what you said at the beginning was very helpful: you empha¬ 
sized the narrative character of our assignment today. But the only correction needed 
is that this applies to the 5th book altogether. The 5th book is the most narrative 
book, I think; and very naturally, because it is a love affair. A love affair, of 
sorts, and therefore it is a kind of novel: a kind of novel, and that's, of course, a 
novel is naturally narrative. And I think the first four books are not...have narra¬ 
tive enclosures, but are not strictly speaking narrative- And needless to say that 
Rousseau had written a novel dealing with the subject of love— 

jj3£ige^-and I believe for a full understanding of Book V, one would have to read the 
novel, where a love affair in civil society is discussed, which is somewhat different— 
I mean, not under such wonderful conditions, where Rousseau, this wonderful tutor, and 
these marvelous parents arranged the love affair. There it has been unarranged, and 
led to quite disastrous consequences. 

A: May I say something about this idea of error in Descartes as a contrast to Rousseau? 
I wasn't t.h-iriving then, but simply this idea that it seems to me that Rousseau is say¬ 
ing in the Smile, in complete distinction, in contradiction almost, to what he says in 
the Reveriea. that let's just stop and stand still until we get an inclination of which 
way we should go; because nature will put us on the right path. 

S: Yes, but 1 do not believe that, for example, that say, if the house is burning, and 
they are in the middle of the house, Rousseau would say if we don't know which window 
is the most convenient for jumping out, let us first a-rom-ina all the windows.... 

A: Ho, but tnat's not really a fair.... 

S: That's a fair comparison, because what Descarte^ has in mind is decisions when de¬ 
cisions are absolutely necessary—that is the question of the Discourse on Hethod : he 
koows nothing, absolutely nothing; universal doubt. And the only thing he knows is 
that he must reach clarity, that he knows. But in the mean time be must live; and he 
doesn’t know anything, for example, how, whether he should be just or unjust, or what 
have you; nothing. But he knows he must live in-order to find clarity. And there he 
develops a provisional morality for this purpose, based on the premise of his ignorance; 
and in this connection he gives this rule. He gives as well , as a rule, too, about 
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the customs of the country; that is a part of it. I really believe you overstated the 
importance of +*■•»** remark, here in the Emile. How, let as begin, then, with our coaer- 
entreading, if it is all right. First, turn to page 466 , the 2nd para. 

A* "‘tae must be happy.. ..^ho knows?" •, v , 

S: "Who knows it?" namely, happiness. 

i.i " 1 £veryone seeks it....God himself to witness..." 

S- "the highest being," etre supreme; French Revolution- Ho, this is quite interest¬ 
ing- we have not considered carefully this usage, but I think that would not be entirely 
uninteresting: who speaks when of God and when of the etre supreme. 

A: "'...witness to the vow....make it for us both. 

"‘So as we do •lot know... consists in doing nothing." 

S: Here is your passage. Yes, it does have an important meaning, I admit it now—I 
remember now—but slightly different. Yes. 

"'Of a 11 rules there is none....we can never return. 

s . Yes, this is what I mean. Sow, to what p henomen on does he refer here? I mean, 
tvi-ift is obviously an entirely different situation from that in the burning house. In 

you lmow in . crud. way that it is good to ba out of jh. horn*. But 
if you do not know what the highest good is, just to he active for activity s sake 
might remove you torn it. Just stop. But what is here...not all men 
tbS is very difficult to stop acting. But what is Rousseau's answer to this question, 
ultimately, the question of happiness? I mean, namely, it is important that He aoe 
not say this to him here; that reveals his relation to Emile, vihaw is the state of 
highest bliss, according to Rousseau? 

A: To stand on the edge of, the banks of a lake. 

S: Yes, that is...you can also have it otherwise, I suppose; but he has a so to speak 
technical term for that. 

A: well, the sweet sentiment of existence. 

S: Exactly. And that is incompatible with activity. And he doesn't disclose it. In 
other words, Rousseau knows what happiness is; and Emile of course does not know 
happiness is, in the highest sense. And it is veiy characteristic that he does not 
disclose It to Emile: this sphere is beyond the reach of Emile, far. Luller. 

A: I don’t want to be frivolous, but is that the same as Lucretius sitting on the 
shore «nd watching the boat sinking...? 

S: Ho, no. Yes, that has, of course, a certain kinship, butthegeneralpointis, the 
theoretical life and the practical life. Only in Rousseau, the theoretical life is m 
a way replaced by the sentiment of existence. 

A: wouldn't Rousseau sort of break down in tears at that sentiment? 

S: Yes, sure; I mean, that is the point. But ha is not...it is some sentineig of ex¬ 
istence, sentiment of existence. And that has infinite consequences, namely .ms, .0 
mention only this point regarding the difference between the ^ ±Ltl0nal EL0 J 
templation and Rousseau's "contemplation": for the classical view, in which 
eansto some extent share, the object of contemplation is toe truth; and the touth is 
the most common good. The most c o mmo n good; which doesn t mean that it is actuall y 
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shared by all men, but in itself it is the most common good. It is something radically 
non-private; it cannot possibly belong to any individual, to any nation, or so. It is 
the common good. Nov, Rousseau 1 s common good is emphatically private; namely, the sen¬ 
timent of existence, which is rooted in jgjr feeling of my existence. It is radically 
private, and that is the deepest reason for Rousseau's so-called individualism. In the 
; highest respect, the hi g he st good is a private good, whereas in the traditional view 
the highest good is in itself the common good. That it is not in fact cossaon, shared 
by all men, is doubtless true, but that is another consideration. Therefore I think 
the difference between Lueratiua and Rousseau is f tmdaraan - taliy the same; •Pundpmantgyiy, 
I mean not merely regarding this particular passage. 

A; inaudible/ but it makes one think, too, of Lucretius, made me think, on the ter¬ 
rors of Venus. I think you spoke of that before, did you not, of the tragic nature of. 

S: Yes, that is another matter. That is not directly connected. 

A: One question about this common good, where Rousseau is opposed to the old view, 
traditional view: isn’t it also important that contemplation is somehow connected with 
thinking? 

S: Yes, very true. 

A: This is part of the reason why I don't see.... 

S: No, but thinking is not completely excluded by Rousseau. You see, I mean, just as, 
if you take the classical view literally, there is -fch-i wio n g in the sense of reasoning: 
ratio rat ioeinana: reasoning leads up to the insight, to the intellectus in contradis¬ 
tinction to the rationus . To that extent Rousseau also admits the necessity of reason¬ 
ing; bat— the culmination is pure insight—but in Rousseau's pure insight, this in¬ 
sight is more, has more the character of a sentiment than of an insight. This remains. 

inaudible exchange^ 

3: Oh, yes, there is no question about that. But still, the kinship between nous- 
seau's...the fact that Rousseau needed, as it were, a substitute for contemplation, 
whereas his predecessors, Hobbes,and Locke, thought one doesn't need it, is of the ut¬ 
most importance. I mean, it shows that Rousseau really was in this respect broader; 

^ and the very great effect he had on people like Kant and Goethe can only be understood 
| by this breadth, which was his peculiarity of the 18th century writers. I mean, that 
Rousseau was not a very likable man is another matter, but he was surely a genius of 
the very first order; we cannot deny that. How, let us turn to the next para: "'Uith 
the aama ignorance....'" 

A: "'In ignorance like this_.the path I trod.'" 

S: In other words, Rousseau says here, presents here, he doesn't know what happiness 
is; in fact he knows it. But one thing becomes clear: there is a connection between 
nature and happiness, and that amounts...in the moat radical sense is mediated by the 
sentiment of existence. How, let us continue. On 407-in the 3rd para. 

A: excuse me; can I ask something in a point on page 406? It does seem to me that 
this, of all the remarks not tnat there are sort of two points of view 

being put through the Emile: but this is one of the most radically anti-political 
statements..... 

S: Uhich one? £hich ve read, or what follows? 

A: That para: *'So long as we don't know what to do...in doing nothing. ,n 
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S: Oh, yes, vex? good; that is exactly the point. 1 may have made it in this class, 
hut I have made it more than once. You see: sentiment of existence—no, let us begin 
at the nning _/h i neiith anrAj : self—preservation. Self-preservation leads to the city, 

that we all know now: the police force. But now, Rousseau makes a reflection and says, 
self-preservation cannot be the beginning, because it presupposes that life is good; if 
life is good, self-preservation becomes good. How do we know that life is good? And 
Rousseau says, we know it from experience, and not from a general vague experience of a 
cocktail party and similar events, but from the...when we face life as life; and that 
is the sentiment of existence. And therefore the highest principle is the sentiment of 
existence—for certain reasons 1 put it here. And now we see this: this sentiment of 
existence is incompatible with activity; but it necessarily leads to activity, because 
when we are out of that state, its effect, love of life, leads to activity in order to 
preserve life, an activity culminating in political activity. But since this is in it¬ 
self incompatible with activity, it is the root of Rousseau's reservation against the 
whole moral-political sphere—is this clear? 1 mean, there is no doubt about this; it 
is the highest principle at which we arrive in analyzing Rousseau's though t, .hr. Reinken. 

A: 1 would to make iay point under a particular form. It would seem that Rousseau's 
tnpviffl to VnfflgQi-f about sitting still and not leaving the place where happiness can be, 
if you take a famous Biblical injunction, strike the last word, and you have Rousseau 
himself. 


S: Namely? 

A: "Be still and know that I am God." Rousseau just doesn't carry it that far. But 
there is something a-i^inT in the moral ^and his enjoyment of the sentiment 
of existence, which, as ve said before, is something like mystical theology. 

S: Yes, you said this before, you remember, at the beginning of this course. There is 
no question. But it is of course only similar. 

A: One word has been dropped. 

S: Yes, sure; I mean, or if you say, if he speaks of God in this connection, it is a 
strictly, simply pantheistic meaning and not any theistic meaning; that's clear. How, 
let us go on. So, we clear that up; and it was quite good to bring it up on this occa¬ 
sion, but it is, I believe, not the first occasion that this occurred. But you were 
particularly struck by that. How, let us turn to page 407, para 5. 

A: '"You know how to suffer....suspicion of Sophy's death?"' 

S: This was the very tough action of Rousseau, which you surely read, when he suddenly 

confronts him and says, what would you say now if you would hear that Sophy is dead? 

You see, Rousseau was not very gentle. Well you have read that, we don't have to- 

leave it at this. I keep only one point in mind for the further argument: attach- - 
menus increase suffering—obvious. I mean, the more people you love, the more you are 
vulnerable—think only of the possibility of death, the clearest case. And therefore 
the solitary contemplator is beyond ell attachments, and therefore the negative condi¬ 
tion, no attachment, is fulfilled. Let us turn to the next para; well, ve cannot read... 

A: It is a good Eastern philosophical view. 

3: Yes; no, a western, too. Western, too: S toics, Epicureans , surely. Attac h m en t— 

well, we do not have to read that—attachment endangers happiness. In the next para, 
he shows—as we do not have to be shown—that attachment endangers duty. -..ell, we havj 
seen how...you know, that he was about to forget his duty because of bophy. How, we 
turn to page 408, para 2. 
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Ai n, My son, there is no happiness....your time has cone.'" 

is; So. the distinction between virtue and goodness which is here implied is crucial 
for Rousseau. Goodness is natural: man is by nature good. Virtue is not natural; i- 
1 originates in the will, and not in nature; its relation to nature is very complex in 
iRousseau. God is good, but not virtuous. This of course was always sard in the la.te 
I but nevertheless what Rousseau m eans by it is rather different, as w:_u. 

| anpear from the sequel. Rousseau claimed for himself only goodness, not virtue; and 
•one doesn't need merely the Reveries for that, one only has to read the ^ 

; order to see that this was not a man of outstanding virtue—no Cato. How, let us reac 

the next para. 

A: "'vjhen I brought you up....so long as ha finds it pleasant..." 

S: In French, of course, it is always "good." The same term, "good," is preserved: ^ 
"But he who is only good remains such only as long as he has the pleasure in being so. 

A: ...goodness falls to pieces...the good man is only good to himself.'" 

Ss "for himself." Yes, that is clear: goodness is a strictly selfish affair, from 
which pity somehow branches out without losing entirely its fundamentally selfish char¬ 
acter. 

A: Roes that the goodness of God is selfish, or is that illegitimate? 

S: we have studied this passage. If you read in—I do not know; no one has y toajj- 
edition here; you have another one—I know where it is; unfortunately I do not have th 
first volume here. In the first volume, page 286, following, there is an allusion to 
question—I cannot reproduce it now, but I remember, that is a great question 
whether...and this is of course the difficulty regarding...yes, the self-sufficient 
being. ^* is exactly the same point. . 

How, in an earlier passage, on page 382, para 3, which we cannot now read, we 
have seen that nns and boredom belong together. Both are fought by virtue. Ibis 

is perhaps of some importance in this context. How, we turn—although this is all ver. 
important, we cannot oossibly read all—we read on page 409, the 2nd para, xo, 1 » 
sorry, we must read the next para first: "lihat then is tne virtuous man? /-age 408, 

para 

A: " 'What is meant by a virtuous man?" 

S: In contradistinction to the good man* 

A: "'He who conquer. ..turn him from the right way•" 

S: Literally, "he holds himself, or he stays, within the order, and nothing can renov 
him from that." 

A: "'So far you have had....and you will be virtuous.'" 

' s; in other words, without virtue, men are either impassioned, slaves to their pas¬ 
sions, or bored. Only virtue gives the freedom from both, from the sham fullness of 
passion and the emptiness of boredom. But we must keep in mind that goodness, as ..ous- 
understands it, also is beyond passion and boredom—this we must not forget good 
1 Ti a ftg in the highest sense. How, let us pursue this further by turning to page 409, 
para 2. 

A: "'It is a tirtatjaifw to classify.•• .Bature forbids us..." 
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& "What is forbidden to us by nature." That is very emphatic here. Namely, as dis¬ 
tinguished from any other, by lav or so. 

A: "'...to extend our relations.. 

3: "our attachments." 

A: . .beyond the limits... .we can control ourselves." 

S: "but it depends on us"—the old Stoic formula—"to rule over them." 

A: '"Every sentiment....sacrifice everything to that love.'" 

S: This is, I believe, a very crucial passage, we have here three sources of prohibi¬ 
tion and commands: nature, reason, and conscience. Nov, what do they say? what does 
nature forbid? Simply stated, to love the mortal as if it were immortal; because that 
means to increase our attachments beyond our force; then ve are necessarily unhappy. 
What does reason forbid? To will the impossible—to will; in the case of nature the 
will is not addressed, but the love. And conscience forbids to succumb to-temptations. 
This is, I think, the natural way to understand. Strom this I would conclude that 
nature and reason do not forbid., as such, to subcumb to temptations, i.e. only con¬ 
science, and not nature and reason, is strictly speaking moral—strictly speaking. Nov 
in order to understand the bearing of this, one has to consider the obvious connection 
in Rousseau's thought between conscience and virtue. After all, this is our oroblem 
now, to understand the precise relation of goodness and virtue. ^Slcakboard J Let us 
see these things,that everyone can remember at every moment what we have in mine: 
goodness; virtue. That is our question: what is the precise difference? And then 
we...I suggest tentatively that we correlate that with conscience and correlate good¬ 
ness with nature and reason. Let us see whether that is of any help. You must have 
noticed an implicit criticism of the 10th Commandment, did you? Thou shalt not covet. . 

A: Or, "he who has looked on a woman with adultery in his mind..." 

S: Yes, and here he even speaks of...if one loves another man's wife—which is more 
than merely loo king at her and coveting. So, in other words, the conscience is doubt¬ 
less...I mean, has very much to do with Biblical morality, more than the philosophic 
morality. Now, the assertion that all passions are good as in themselves is a strange 
assertion, isn't it? 1 mean, there are some passions of which nr,D say they are 
neutral: they can be good; they can be bad—say, glory, emulation pad so on. But what 
about such a dirty thing like envy? How can one possibly say that envy as en y is 
good? It is hard. 

A: Well, if it is controlled it might be. 

S: But how can it be good even if controlled? 

A: Can't you envy somebody's virtue? 

S: Even that. I mean, emulation, that's another matter. But envy is simply, I wish 
he were not virtuous, without any effort on your part to be virtuous yourself. 

A: Boesn't it imply I wish I were as virtuous as he? 

S: That is not in itself envy, mvy mma simply you wish him not to be virtuous. 

A: In Erench, "j'ai envie de..." 

S: But that doesn't mean envy. It means I have no, I don't lack... Well, of course, 
Rousseau could probably, may say, well, we must not be misguided by language qwh must 



Rousseau, 16 


Page 8 


analyze the phen om e n o n, and then you would come to such things niro the common root: 
the concern, the unpleasantness created by other people's superiority. Now, this un¬ 
pleasantness can lead to emulation, which is good, can lead to the wholly sterile 
thing, envy, which is bad. This is probably the way in which he would do it. Still, 
the statement in itself, in its sweepingness, that all passions are good when one con¬ 
trols them, is surely very strange. 

A: The way I thought of this when X came across it is, since all passions are good in 
so far as they are controlled, you have to look at the bad passions as being those 
wh ic h get out of control. In other words, envy, goes in with emulation 

is only bad...it is good to emulate somebody's virtue; but when you get to the point 
where t h is -has gone so far tnat you aren't even anxious to work yourself, to strive for 
it, then it turns into envy, and this is.... 

S: Well, Rousseau would break down the passions as ordinarily designated, would 
say as X tried to state it before; and perhaps these are the pa««*i/*nq he ^ a ° in mind. 
Sow, let us turn to the next para. 

A: ’"Do not expect me to supply... .attain the impossible..." 

S: Literally, "one puts into the rank of the possibles that which is not," namely, pos¬ 
sible. Kow, we can leave it here. Which of the previously mentioned.... No, let us 
f in is h this para. 

A: "'...we are unhappy....thinks himaoif more than mam. 1 " 

S: All right. Now, what does he see here? Here we see, I would say, what he describes 
here corresponds to what he has spoken of before as reason. Reason forbids us to will 
what we cannot obtain—that seems to be here the these. But for a reason which I don't 
r e m emb er now, X felt that hers he asserts a partial agreement between reason con¬ 
science, as dist i n g uis he d before. I must confess X do not see it now. 

A: They both are connected with the will in some way. 

S; Yes, but that would not be enough* 3© does not speak here of temptations, does he?' 

"d&sirs insenses," in about the fifth line. 

S: Yes, perhaps. X do not know; I am sorry. 

A: Unles s it was this tiling about pull your heart back, which is sort of «•» m-i i a-r to 
sent ime nt. JSi Pardon?/ where he says, be a man and than pull your heart back into 
this condition; which is not a willful act as as.. .a rational act as much as it is 
a sentimental act. 

S: No, I probably mean t the fact that here the desires as desires are directly meant, 
and not mere wills. Now, let us read on page 410, the first para. 

A: "'Would you live in wisdom...never be guilty of a crime.'" 

S: Let us stop here for one moment. Hare it seems he asserts a complete agreement be¬ 
tween conscience and reason. If we bring together at least duty with conscience, and 
the concern with happiness with reason. Let us tuna to trie end of this para. 

A: "'You will spend your life in peace....to the just it is its dawn.'," 

S: Yes; now, if we can apply the distinction between conscience and reason here, I 
would say that the immortality of the soul, which is here made the criterion, is of 
course connected with the conscience, as we could know from the Profession of I'aith. 
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| And what corresponds to it on the basis of reason and nature would be the sentiment of 
: existence. Put this would need all a long reconsideration of the earlier argument. 

A: I have one question before you go on. uhen you mentioned earlier about the passion 
and boredom belong together, now, there's no textual reference to boredom, is there, in 
this passage? 

S: Not here. On page 382, he speaks of the fact that passion boredom belong to¬ 
gether , and both are fought by virtue. But clearly both are also fought by, or ex¬ 
cluded, rather, by goodness. 

A: Xt is minor point, but part of the reason X see this as being so complicated is 
that somebody mentioned , that when you look at the the one thing 

about the lady herself, Julie, is that religion, which is perhaps the of 

virtue for her, does not nonetheless keep her from being bored. She constantly cries 
out about her boredom. 

S: Yes, but virtue is...I mean, to the extent to a is virtuous, he is beyond 

boredom, whioh would fully agree with what he says, it would mean that Julie's 

virtue is not perfect. 

A: Or, to push it one step further, that religion is hot virtue. 

5: In the case of Julie, you cannot a fc-ir>giri«h because her whole virtue has a 
religious basis; you cannot make the distinction here, there was something on page 411, 
in the 3rd para. Perhaps we read it. 

A: "'You wish to marry Sopby....merely a matter of honor?" 

S: Literally, "is it sufficient to be honest poeple to fit another?” 

A: n, Xt is not her virtue... .your image in her heart.'" 

S: Yes, and so on; very sensible remarks, to be fit especially far young people to 
ponder. But what 1 am interested In here is only this, that...you remember the speech 
of the father to Sopby on the same subject; that was w'ff h earlier. There this question 
was stated in very different terms, where the inclination of the young lovers was re¬ 
garded to be the consideration. Bo you remember that? Well, you don't know the refer¬ 
ence to our edition; that's also very hard for me to find, th-i» passage, the parallel, 
where the father speaks to Sophy. 

a: It's about 30 pages earlier. 

S: The difference is very interesting; I mean, nrw should compare it. And of course 
the situation is different, because the father had made sure something about the agree¬ 
ment of the backgrounds of the two, and therefore he could put the emphasis on 
.whether they love each other or not. So, th-ia difficulty is easily disposed of. Now, 
let us turn to page 414. There is a title: On Travels. That is the second and last 
title in the 5th book. The Smile is very thrifty with titles of this nature; they 
occur only in the 5th book; and the first title is Sophy, or aoman, the second is 

Travels. Now, the first is perfectly reveali ng , because marriage was the subject. But 
here, what is the true subject of this travel section? 

A: Government. 

S: Government, yes; politics. So, in other words, it is...Rousseau does not wish to 
emphasise the political character of this section, ana therefore he uses a broader sub¬ 
ject—in a way broader—travels. But he does not that the travels have for 


Rousseau, 16 


Page 10 


their chief function the study, the comparative study of governments, ne have a very 
appropriate title from our department. And needless to say that political society is 
of course the parallel to the conjugal society; this does not • So, 

in this respect the order is very logical. But the argument is rather this: political 
society, variety of political societies, how can you know that, except by travelli n g, 
if you don't want to rely an the reports of travellers—about which subject Rousseau 
Vin o murVi to say. But q^iwioo-na raised >v» <» bnnri nr>ri I prevented him from speaking up. 

A: I somehow just didn't see this as being a sufficient answer for the reason for 
dividing the book into two parts. I tried, to think of it, because you mentioned it 
last week, but if I were to make ary divisions in the book, I would have set off the 
Profession of Faith, which Rousseau doesn't. 

A: It does have a title in this edition. 

S: Yes, I believe so. I don't have the first volume here. But X believe to remember 

that this...yes, sure: Profession de Foi du Vicaire, on page 3 in my edition here. 

A: X don't have a title in mine. But it is a question of what the edition 

S: Yes, that is true; by all means. But X'm almost sure in my edition there was a... 

Here it is: Profession de Foi du Vicaire Savoyard. I have it in mine. But you are 
quite right, it is not a critical edition which X use.... 

a: This is, supposedly; at least it has a lot of footnotes. 

S: Does it have..*? 

A: Hothing at all. S: are you sure? A: Positive. 

A: X have it. S: You have the same edition as i-5r. Butterworth? 

A: nine has pictures in it; does yours have pictures in it? A: No. 

S: 4 ell, this proves that it is an illustrated edition, but not a critical edition. 

But at any rate....it is in it? JZz Yes^ 

a: Before we proceed, may X just ask a question which pertains to the immediately pre¬ 
ceding section? 

S: By all means. 

a: On page 410, we saw that Rousseau is concerned that one would give too much concen 
to life, to life itself. So, one could say that although sentiment, of existence gives 
rise to self-preservation, it also adds certain qualifications. JS: Oh, yes^/ And is 
it possible then to say that—in very general terms—the romantic tradition as it came 
afterward would see in Rousseau this sort of poetic ideal of the short, glorious life— 
glorious understood in terms of sweetness...? 

S: No, this was an older notion; I mean, it existed in older times. There was the 
breton of a French noble family: courte et bonne, short and good. No, but 1 believe 
there is one thing: what 1 am reminded of is Spinoza. Spinoza is starting from self- 
preservation, as they all do, and then maVring it clear, in a very complicated argument, 
which I have not yet unravelled, that self-preservation properly understood has no thin; 
to do with duration of life, i.e. with length of life; and therewith you get rid of tht 
clinging to life, which was so crucial, especially to old Hobbes. 

A: But that would be a certain difference. 1 mean, wouldn't Hobbes be pictured as tht 

calculator simply...? 
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S: Oh, absolutely; was even proud of it. 

A: tfhereas in Rousseau there would be these qualifications. 

r 

S: Yes; in other .words, there is nothing heroic in Hobbes: and Rousseau...he wrote an 
essay, which hr. Butterworth quoted, on the heroic. 

A: "Be la vertu propre 4 l'h4ros." 

A: Mr. Strauss, I have one question about this last para on page 411: it is strange 
that he is about to advise Emile to leave Sophy. He says you cannot Imow her c har acter; 
you've only Vnnvn bar four months; what will she be lj-ka in the future, tfould it be 
forcing a parallel to speak of, to say, it is necessary to know states and governments, 
but with women it is still illusion, alt ho u gh she is going to be your wife.... 

S: Xdon't see. I mean, does it not perfectly make sense to say that it is important, 
especially for someone who loves a woman for the first time, to find out the difference 
between love *>wd infatuation? flnri the best way to bring that about is separation. 
Separation; where each meets other people of the other sex; and perhaps it proves to be 
only an infatuation, pnfl then it is better they find it out in time. I don't see why 
one should go beyond that. You mean, just as one should take a critical look at one's 
own country by travelling, one should...but she is not yet his wife. 

A: I see; if he were to stay with her instead of going away, and perhaps losing his 
illusions, if he were to stay with her, he'd still remain in his infatuated state. 

S: Not necessarily. He might also find out after a short while that it was the wrong 
choice, flTid then he has to stick to it for the rest of his days. And this is an unwise 
thing to do;' and therefore he suggests wisely a separation of some time, and then, in 
order to ™aVa the separation meaningful, to travel, aT| d to travel intelligently. and 
that is what he is doing. 

a: Of course, he explicitly says that the travelling, because of Sophy, will be a more 
purposeful.. .he be able to Aeep bSa m-twri on the objects of his travel as opposed 
to picking up the frivolities and vices of a place* 

S: Yes, sure; in other words, he has an object, because he has in m i n d to find the 
most desirable country, where to settle with Sophy. 

A: X was just wondering if in a way that both Sophy and travel were in some sense on 
politics. X mean, both parts of the 5th book. 

S: In which sense? 

A: ' I was thinking in the sense of, look at the whole introduction of Sophy as merely a 
necessary fellowship , something which in a sense must be 

put up with, but not a thing which is desirable in itself. 

S: Oh, no; that you cannot say. On the contrary, X tried to show that Rousseau boosts 
the status of women. not only...well, surely beyond Aristotle, but X thi nk also 
beyond what Plato seriously meant. That you couldn't say. The only t h i n g which is 
doubtless true, "that every political philosopher is of course compelled to think not 
only about the political association but also about the conjugal association. That is 
is the subject matter, that doesn't bespeak any influence or dependence. 

A: I naa n ia terms of hSa freedom, bi c , and so forth. In other words, the 

selection of a partner will permit the continuation of.... 
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S: Oh, I see. In other words, the natter of free choice is applied not only to the 
wife, hut also to the oolis . Is this what you meant? Well, there is something to 
that, that is quite true. That is true. I mean, in this ease of the particularly 
favored Em il e, he can choose his country as much as everyone can choose—well, rela¬ 
tively speaking—his wife. 

A: One thing on that last item: I was wondering, if Rousseau had written the book on 
Sophy alone and he had introduced an Smile which we aren't familiar with at the end, 
if necessarily E m i l e would be the same Emile that we met at the beginning of the book. 

5: No, he is incomplete. He is incomplete without Sophy, and to say nothing of this 
fact, for example, the difference of education between the two, between Emile and 
Sophy, throws great light retroactively on Emile's education, especially on the ques¬ 
tion of religious education. Oh, no, that is not an afterthought; that's, I think, 
essential to the argument. 

A: /Inaudibl§7 where she has to be; because he reaches another stage in life, that 
this is in some degree necessary. 

3: Oh, I believe what you mean is this, this remark ve read, that the sexual desire, 
on which the whole thing is ultimately based, is not necessary in the way in which the 
desire for food, for example.... Very well; and this could mean that men of another 
/ kind than Emile would not need to marry. Do you mean that? That is also true. In 
i other words, that is one other point of the difference between Rousseau—who was in no 
j serious sense of the word married. Did he marry? 

1 A: He married at the end. 

| S: I see. But this was, I think, purement admiaistratif. well, he liked her in a 
} way; but surely *he was not a true companion of Rousseau. 

: A: He says aa compagnonne. 

i . . : 

i 3: les, I know; but in a very limited manner. 

A: One question: ve probably won't get to this today, but I would just like to insert 
a question about whether or not Emile in the end have free choice regarding his 
country. It seems to me that if he had really.... 

END 0? TAPE SIDE ONE. 

A: ...I t hink they never went to Persia; but supposing he had said I would like to 
live in Persia. 

S: les; that was, of course, excluded, because that was a despotic government; and how 
would a man educated by Jean—Jacques ever dream of becoming the subject of a despot? 

I mean, the question would only be Switzerland and, well, perhaps France,after all. 

A: And England. 

3: Yes, E ngl a nd ; you are quite right, quite right. I had forgotten England. But of 
course we dismiss entirely the question of what the other will do in such a case: 
whether they would accept him as a citizen, or subject. 

k\ I see I’m getting myself into trouble already in what -1 say, but the point is... 

/3: How good that I took it away from janJ /.. .how no you reconcile this statement of 
the free choice, which I interpret as a kind of a possibility, but still the duty to 
love your countrymen who protected you during your childhood, and.... 
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5: Ihat is not so simple. according to Rousseau's official teaching in the 
tract,, if you have fulfilled your military duty, paid your taxes, or the equivalent of 
that, then you may in a legally arranged nnnnof cease to he a citizen of that country, 
and leave it, and become a citizen.... 

A: Does he say it in this book, thought in the Smile? 

2: That is not...after all, I mean, if he refers you explicitly to the Social Contract 
in the it is a safe assumption that for a full understa nd i n g of the Smile one 

should also read the I mean, that is not a far-fetched demand, that 

if you want to understand the Smile you have to read the Social Contract-, and vice versa. 
Now, let us come then to the travel section, in which there are a numb er of remarks. 

Let us turn to page 413 in the 4th para. 

A: "But is it necessary to travel the whole.,..many of its members." 

S: "plusieurs" has even this meaning in French: "some." 

A: "Ee who has compared...koovs the French." 

S: Yes. So the point is, there are—I mean, that is crucial for the whole argument 
in Rousseau everywhere—there are national characters. And the basis is simply he has 
lived in a number of countries—in Switzerland, France, England—and then he has seen 
that there are...a Frenchman differs from an Englishman in spite of all , 

And the basis is induction—and induction ha a here the old Aristotelian sense, not the 
sense of present-day social science: you have seen it in a number of cases; uncon¬ 
tested experience; you blow nothing to the contrary; you can leave it at that. This is 
the first general statement. Now, let us read at the bottom of this page. 

A: "There are Frenchmen in every corner... .due to vanity." 

S: Tes, a great compliment to the inglish. This was of course the greatest subject in 
a way of the comparison of nations in the 18th century—the Stench and the English—and 
almost in every continental novel there occurs the "milord," as the French say, who 
exhibits these strange qualities of being the subject of a...well, somehow, who can 
elect his government, you know, so different from the mere subjects of the Stench, and 
also has this thing which is called "le spleen" in Stench: I mean, a peculiar whimsi- 
calness the continentals wouldn't find anywhere. I thought this is quite amusing. 

But later on on page 416 in the 4th para—that is perhaps too long to read. Ho, let is 
read this para beginning a bit later, on page 416, para 4* 

A: "It must also be admitted...are changing day by day..." 

S: No, "s'effacer" is more than change: tharngpitrAg. .veil, there is a more 

simple English word which doesn't occur to me. 2A : Vanishing?/ Yes. 

A: "...vanishing day to day....the whole world is now." 

S: "Sparse" is not exactly "accessible": "less populated than the whole earth is now." 
So, in other words, national characters are about to disappear, at least in Europe. 

Now, how does Rousseau think of that? Let us skip the next para and then go on. 

A: "This is why the ancient distinctions...even in purely physical features." 

3: In other words, the natural causes—that is the point which Rousseau has in mind— 
the fundamental reason why there are natural differences are natural causes, climate 
and other things, as he says here in the para • uhir»vi we omitted. But Rousseau doesn't 
speak here why this is, that this is an undesirable development; that he em ph asizes 
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elsewhere. And this is of course the theoretical basis for nationalism later on in the 
19th century; but on the basis of Rousseau, these nati on al differences...it is good 
that the Vmwmw race is divided into a variety of peoples, naturally divided, and that 
han something to do with the goodness of nature. This is not done by men; it is done 
by nature. There is only one step from here to the natural boundaries as the good 
boundaries: the rivers and high mountains, or whatever the natural boundaries may be. 

At the of the para after this, he says, "Commerce and the arts, which ming le 
and confound the peoples..." 

A: "...at the same time prevent them from studying each other..." 

S: Yes; ~nd we have seen what Rousseau thought about commerce and the arts already in 
the this modem development, which now has of course become world¬ 

wide, no longer limited to Europe, this levelling development is not to Rousseau's 
taste, as you know. Th* purpose here, however, is not to speak about the desirability 
or undesirability of the development, but what it hmm to the study of foreign nations. 
The study of foreign nations becomes more difficult the more they become similar. 1 
mean, at the time when it was possible to recognise a people from its food, its drink, 
from the way in «><•> they sleep—and of course also in the hi ghar things—ceases the 
more you get everywhere the a*™ food drink and so on; and that is of course spread¬ 
ing very rapidly in our age. 

immediate commonsense questions that one asks when one travels, 
or travellers ask in other countries. 

S: You mean, what are these differences? One is struck by them, and it is hard to 
nail them down? 

A: An American, being in a European country, is almost always...he is encountered by 
'tile question, is it true that you drink milk; or what do you people eat; or tell us 
about your breakfasts; and things that. It's just to show that somehow opinion 
keeps up.... 

S: Yes, well, I think the Bngiiah are still most easily recognizable by their eating 
habits. I mean, a British breakfast and a British high tea are unexchangeable with any¬ 
thing else in the world. I believe that when one looks for natural character, one will 
be deceived; if one does not look for that, and just occasionally some thing comes to 
your attention, and you - Hvtnif of it for the first time, then one can be reasonably sure 
that one has reached some safe ground. And then, 1 believe language is very important- 
and I do not "»«n what linguists do, you know, the grammatical and syntactic structure, 
ich/ but for things/ there are words in a given language and no words in another language. 
That, I always found...I mean, ordinary things, for example, that the German word 
Gemtttlich is untranslatable into English, and the En^lisn word generosity is untrans¬ 
latable into German, that I found always very helpful for my orientation. Pardon? 

A: Sympatiqua, the adjective in French, which somehow doesn't translate into the 
English sympathetic. 

3: Yes, but in German that is the same: 

A: And then too, just to follow this point up, Rousseau is correct inlaying you find 
more of these differences outside of the cities. 

S: Yes, sure; but what was a very tiny beginning around 1762 has now become a terrific 
stream , I mean, that is clear. The fact still remains; it is 

only more difficult, it becomes more technical, as it were, to speak about...also the 
rapid changes within nations. Of course, if someone would say there are invariable 
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national characters, then he would he hard-put to prove that, hut—you know, when you 
read descriptions of the various nations, say, in the 16th century, and compared...well, 
Filaer has such a list, I remember now; I forgot about it: the French, the Germans, the 
English and the Spaniards, And the English are there described as devils, because they 
were so disobedient to their kings; in other words, a very rebellious nation. No one, 

I believe, would say it of the English of a later age. So, these things do change. 

A: This same development seems very important for Nietzsche, the coming together and 
falling apart of national characters and boundaries in Europe; and you know, I am never 
quite sure whether Nietzsche greets it with favor or opposes it —t mean, he seems to 
oppose the pettiness, the sort of petty nationalism, and to look forward to the new man 
to be a European, and yet somehov he isn't really, he doesn't really well receive this, 
he reacts somewhat the same way Rousseau does. 

S: les, but on the other hand...that is hard to say whether Nietzsche accepted it only 
grud gin gly, that is hard to say; because after all, from one point of view, he welcomes 
this development to some higher human possibility, as he saw it, you know, than any pre¬ 
vious view—you have read Beyond Good and Evil, after all—he thinks a development of 
man is now possible surpassing all earlier developments. Now, this new development is 
bound up, politically speaking, with the unity of Europe, and to that extent he surely 
welcomed it; I mean, he could not have welcomed a union on the lowest common basis, on 
the bssis, say, of a merely utilitarian basis—this isn't, I think, a defensible' posi¬ 
tion; I mean, after all, if men would agree only on a live and let live on the lowest 
basis, that couldn't be good. I mean, in other words, if each would forget its best 
heritage for the sake of a common denominator of all, on the lowest level, 1 believe he 
would not think that this is a good solution. And this is, of course, today also true 
in the whole question of East and West; I mean, India and China—I mean, non-Red China— 
and the west, whether this should take place on the level of the lowest, logical posi¬ 
tivism and its concomitants—you know, that this can be learned by anyone anywhere with¬ 
in a short time and an agreement possible—or in consideration of the deepest thoughts 
of both sides and of an understanding of the two sides—a mutual understanding of both 
sides—at the h i g h est, that would obviously be a great difference. The former, we can 
have very easily any day, you know, as every social science convention shows; as all of 
you who have attended such conventions—I do not—surely know better than I do. Now, 
Rousseau continues the issue of travelling in the sequel, page 418; he describes the 
philosophers' way of travelling, and speaking here of the examples of Thales, Plato and 
Protagoras. Perhaps we read this para 4 on page 418. 

A: "To travel to see....time permits. 

"It is therefore illogical....without being led away by it.” 

S: well, let us go on. He describes at some length—it is worth reading by all means— 
what the conditions for fruitful travelling are. 1 do not know whether in these organi¬ 
zations now responsible for travelling, especially of social scientists, these things 
are considered. It might be a good idea if the Rockefeller Foundation would bring out 
a booklet, and condensi ng the most solid things here of from other writers than from 
Rousseau, might not be bad. Now, there is then a transition on page 419.' in the 3rd 
para, to the political subject, and the parallel with marriage. les, this seems to be 
quite...I have here a note, that there is a parallel with marriage: in both cases it 
is a contract. The contract of marriage, the social contract, and therefore this fits 
well together. Let us now turn to the political discussion proper, which begins on 
page 421, in the 4th para. 
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A: "The science of politics..." 

S: Excuse me; what was the first word of the para? "Political right" is, of course, 
the correct translation. What did she say? 

A: She says "the science of politics.” 

S: No, no; he does not speak of the science...political right. Political right; you 
can say public law. 

A: "Public law is and probably always will be....untruthful child." 

S: "of bad faith," he even says. 

A: "ulhen I hear Grotius....they are agreed on everything else." 

S: That's a typical Rousseauan statement, Now, what do ve make of that? we have seen 
something about Rousseau's relation to Bobbeq at the beginning of the 
Hare he speaks only of what separates him from H obbe% t and therefore he is very nega¬ 
tive. But still, Hobbe s is, gets a relatively good press: lie is not worse than Gl 2 r 
tius. Now, Grotius , of course was a star in heaven, and Rousseau pays a great compli¬ 
ment to Hobbes to say that Grotius is not a bit better than this execrated H ohbeg . So, 
this is the beginning: both are,..what he means, of course, is that Grotius quotes 
poets an the to show that a certain view of right is, was well-laxown throughout 

the times, and Hobbes , of course, does not. quote poets; he has only syllogisms, but 
Hobbes. ..he says these syllogisms are sophisms, meaning...what does he mean precisely? 
Not that the premises are wrong, but I suppose that ffnbbgs argues badly, iad in a way, 
it will be made clear in the sequel. Now, go on. The next...ha begins, surely, like a 
reformer of a science: the science does not exist—just as Hobbes says that, Hobbes 
gets it back now: Hobbes hasn't changed the situation a bit. Now? 

A: "In modem times the only man....these two branches of study." 

S: T Hhat do you say to that? I mean, is this a good judgment of Montesquieu? 

A: This is very, very equivocal, because it certainly is a reproach to Montesquieu, 2 
but there is one adjective which modifies this science: it's a great and 

useless science. 

S: Yes, but useless because of the stupidity of men—in other words, de facto useless; 
de .lure the most useful of all sciences, that's what he means. And I think in a way he 
is of course correct; because Montesquieu describes the positive law of practically all 
nations, surely. But in another sense it is, of course, not true, because the implica¬ 
tion is a public law, which he develops. For example, the doctrine of separation of 
powers is clearly not meant merely as a historical statement about the British or the 
Roman constitution, but is meant to be, this is the sound order wherever you can have 
it. But in a crude way, it is of course correct. Now, he makes this a bit clearer in 
the sequel. 

A: "Yet he who would judge....to answer both." 

S: Now, here, Rousseau...it is obviously correct, isn't it, that you cannot judge if 
you kaow what ou^ht to be—this is, I think elementary; and therefore our social sci¬ 
ence in its wisdom, denying knowledge of what ought to be, says, no value ju dgm e n ts 
whatever; don't judge. Quite rightly. Nov, the next para. 

A: "The next difficulty....Now the nation has..." 

S: "the people"; here we must have "the people." 
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A: "...the people has neither professorships....he men of that type?" 

S: You see: now comes an attack of a much broader character. These earlier political 
philosophers were not only incompetent; they were also corrupt, because they were— 
whether they admitted it or not, or whether they knew it or not—dependent on the 
powers that be. The first political philosopher not in the thrall of the powers that 
•\ be, but speaking for the people—who do not give chairs in the university, and so on— 
is Rousseau. 

a: Sounds like Marx. 

S: Sure; but that is before Marx. Mo, Rousseau was in a way—’that is, I think, quite 
true—the first.... 

A: Hobbes? 

S: Mo, Hobbes really... Hobbes wrote...I mean, there is no question, I don't want to 
mar his character, but in his first version he was strictly Stuarts—in practical 
terms—and then he was strictly Cromwell; and at the end he was strictly Stuart. He 
was never on the side of the popular party, the Puritan party; that's perfectly correct. 
.And that...no, Rousseau speaks as a man of the...I think he is the first philosopher 
who explicitly speaks as a man of the people—I.wouldn't know any earlier one; maybe I 
forgot someone. I mean, we have_there were popular movements using philosophic doc¬ 

trines, but that's another matter; but that a philosopher...I think he is the first. 

He is surely the philosopher of democracy, contrary to claims against him. There is 
only one who could be said to have been the first •philoso'pher who was a ph ilosopher of 
liberal democracy, and that was Spinoza . Mow, Spinoza surely was not a man of the 
people, but he came as close as he could to it. He wrote in his pocketbook, he made, 
he drew a self-portrait in the costume of Massagnello, a Neapolitan revolutionary of 
the 17th century. This was rather, that was an approximation to the philosopher¬ 
revolutionary, but it was strictly imitateve art, not...^ousseau came much closertto 
that. That 1 t>iintr is not unimportant for g whole modern development where philos— ■ 
opby, political philosophy gradually became call to action, ideology, as it is now 
called. Did you want to say something? 

A: The way you spell this out, it's certainly important, and the thing that I wondered 
about was, taking the specific sentence which does occur later in the Social Contract, 
or "the poeple doesn't give professorships, pensions, or academic places," that would 
apply perhaps to, most certainly to G rotius. and perhaps to Hobbes; but would it be 
fair to Montesouieu? 

S: Yes, but Montesquieu, is in a way excluded, because he limited himself strictly to 
positive law. 

A: So he is no longer a philosopher. 

S: Yes, sure. How, wh&t does he say then about Smile? "I have done in such a way that 
this difficulty would be zero for Smile." Do you have that? 

A: "He scarcely knows what is meant... does not want to write books." 

S: And so on; that we know. But he barely knows what government is, and the only 
thing which he ought to know is the best government. This is of course an extreme 
statement; it would seem to imply that you can know what the beat government is, with¬ 
out ltwrnrfrig what government is. Rmiaapau can hardly mean. But there is some sug¬ 

gestion as to the distinction between what government ought to be and what it is, that 
the question what ought to be can be answered independently of the question of what is. 
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And I mean, if one is very literal, one can find a confirmation of that in Rousseau's 
famous remark so often quoted against him: "Ecartons les faits," let us disregard the 
facts; which has a much more—in the ajggQy^^ 3 £flffi 3 &~ w hi.ch has a much more limited 
meaning. But surely you cannot find out what the best government is by studying the 
actual governments, because you have already, you have a standard for distinguishing 
among them which are better and worse; because you can't, that you do not get by merely 
looking at them, this is clear. How, in the next para he drawe the conclusion, "great 
talents are less required for this new science than a sincere love of justice and a 
genuine respect for the truth," because the temptation is so great that you are bribed 
by the powers that be; that has ruined more or less all earlier political philosophers, 
as has seen Rousseau. 

A: This is a reference to Emile, too, that he's not talented, but he has a.... 

S: Tea, this he can understand. And this, by the way, would be a point of view for 
the comparison between the summary of the and the Social Contract it—* 

self. This is what Smile can and must learn; if there are other things in it—I mean 
other important things, not subdivisions—in the they are not neces¬ 

sary for Emile. Emile—especially, to take the most important case—Emile does not 
have to know anything about the legislator; surely crucial. 

A: But tiiere is one thing that troubled me about this para. It seems that the spe¬ 
cious difficulty is, can I do this or not. He says, "There remains a third difficulty, 
more specious than solid, that I don't want to reaolve nor to propose.” But he never 
says what that difficulty is. How, just reading the para over, it seems that the ques¬ 
tion is, do I, Rousseau, have the.... 


S: Let us read it then, this para. 

a: "There is a third difficulty....now or never is our chance." 

S: There are two possibilities which occur to me when...I have not duly considered 
that. The first is, are you, Jean-Jacques, the man who believes to succeed where all 
these great men have failed? And then there would be an answer: it is not a matter of 
outstanding genius, but of sincere feeling for the mass of the people—that is number 
one. But there is obviously-something else, when he says, here is the case, now or 
never. How or never; that must have to do not with Rousseau in particular, but with 
the time. This time is the most favorable time to discover the political truth, and 
this could only mean, in my opinion, that a revolution is coming and either to prevent 
it, or to give it a desirable turn. 

A: Couldn't it mean this time in Emile '3 development? This sense of justice and rev¬ 
erence for truth in its purest state.... 

S: That could be. 

A: He keeps talking about himself—the translator smothers one or two—but "selon mci," 
he says. 

S: Tes, that could...I mean, I will not exclude it without further consideration. The 
reason why I do not believe it, because he would have had no hesitation to state that, 
and he doesn't wish to state it. 

A: The thing that this drew my attention to is the chapter that precedes the 
Contract— it doesn't have any title or anything—after he states the problem, he says, 
if I were a prince or a leg i slator I woul d n't talk about these things, I would do them. 
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And then he goes on to say how he's a ci tiz en of" a state, a republic, and so forth, 
thus, sort of, as he is here, bolstering his own case for being able to treat these nat¬ 
ters. 

S: That could be. There is a passage which I cannot find here—ay reference must be ^ 
wrong: "Before observing"—how does the next para read?—"one must make oneself rules." 

A: "before beginning our observations...rules.of procedure;" 

S: "rules for one's observations." > 

A; "me must find a scale....civil law of each country." 

S: "the political laws of each country," meaning the positive public law. So, in other 
words, *rm have the standard for Judgment before he goes trave llin g. Now, this, 

of course, that it is not based on the observation of the countries doesn't mean that 
this is a so-called a priori science; that it is not. It is based on the nature of 
things: on the nature of things; on the nature of man, fundamentally. Public law be¬ 
came an a priori science only after Rousseau in Kant. . In Rousseau itself it has still 
an empirical basis, the empirical basis of self-preservation. 

The is advancing in an atrocious manner; we can read only one more point, 
on pa y 423, the 2nd para. He begins then the argument.... By the way, here is the 
para " Tt*'* ri I meant, the next: "Our elements will be c le a r , simple, taken directly from 
the nature of things. Questions will form..." and so on. And then he begins, quite 
informally; in other words, it is not a formal enu m er ation of all the items they dis¬ 
cuss. Anri naturally, this is not haphazardly made, that is a clear point. Now, did 
you mow* any observation regarding the first para, hr. Buttervorth? 

A: Yes- The first thing is that this somehow embodies the first chapter—Book One, 
Chapter 1 and Chapter 2, of the Snnial nnntanct. hut in a way that isn’t stated in the 
Social Contract . 

S: Yes, sure. But I would say that altogether up to the point where he comes to the 
social contract itself, he simply summarizes the first five or six chapters of the 
< g afi ^ s T | j^^ 35 a g^ I didn't find any substantive difference. 

A: Substantive, no; but certainly omissions which—for instance, one omission that I 
- K^-inv is important is the fact that he doesn't emphasize the self-preservation forcing 
us into society. 

S: Yes, but this, one can rightly say, we have heard so much about self-preservation 
in this book that this is not necessary to emphasize this. 

A: I thought that it might be that Emile is not that concerned with it, since he.... 

S: Yes, because he has also undergone the training of the Savoyard Vicar. 

A: Yes; plus Rousseau's whole training. 

S: Yes, but especially that, I believe. Now, only one more point and then we must 
stop. That is page 423, the 2nd para, which, is very short. 

A: "We shall inquire...send for the doctor." 

S: This thought is not developed in the first chapter? I haven't read it in so lon g. 
A: No; this is in the third chapter of the.... 

S: But in that context? JlesJJ Now, what does he mean by this statement? 
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A: 'I’M■<* somehow has to do with, if God gives us a despotic ruler, which is a sickness, 

we can.... 

S: Sure; no, I think he has a very definite passage of the New Testament in mind: 
Romans, XIII:1: "Let every soul be subject unto the higher powers, for there is no 
power but of God." And he says that is true, but every sickness also is of God, and 
this is compatible with medicine; and therefore we may do something about the powers 
coming from God. 

A: Then it must refer directly back to the motto of the whole book: nature has given 
us the remedies to.... 

S: Of the smile , you mean; yes, sure. That he has clearly in mind. Now, let us per¬ 
haps read one more para. On the same page, para 5« 

A: "Suppose we reject....than that the father loves his son?" 

S: Thin is, of course, a classic Hnhhggi an argument; and this is the way in which he 
disposes of the second reasoning discussed at the beginning of...: first is rule deriv¬ 
ative from force is impossible. Now, can political rule be derived from paternal 
power—second possibility—also rejected. And then the result is, rule can only be 
derived from contract; that’s the overall argument. In this particular passage, I 
thought it is important because it make3 clear that self-preservation is mentioned here, 
on right; and everyone—of course if he is no longer a c hi ld — the judge. And the rea¬ 
son given: because everyone is nearest to himself—the famous story, the fool is more 
interested in his self-preservation than the wise man can be in the fool’s self- 
preservation. the fool is much better off if he is the judge than if he has to go to 
the wise to for guidance. THa tough., pedestrain argument of Hobbes is 

here implied, clearly. 

A: Tha thin g tha t I was tr ying to is the qualitative differences, simply; 

that he goes over it so rapidly, whereas in the Contract it is brought up again and 
again, the idea of self-preservation. 

3: Naturally; but that, I would say, is perfectly intelligible, because we have been 
fed to this doctrine of self-preservation and amour da soi so much that if we don't 
know it now, we will learn it never. That is, I think, not a difference. I admit and 
emphasise that it would be hi ghly interesting to make a thorough comparison of these 
two statements of Rousseau and see what the differences are. ..hether the results would 
be sufficiently interesting to justify a master's thesis, for example—to speak in prac¬ 
tical terms—I could not say without having done it. My general Impression is that the 
chief difference is A) the silence about the legislator and B) the elaboration of the 
argument regarding international law, international relations, which has no parallel 
there. 

A: The one other *hing that I thought was quite important was that Emile is hot taught 
that he can, if he feels himself injured, if he and his fellows feel themselves , 

that they can call back the government. Exactly the opposite. This I.... 

S: You will remind us next time when we come to that passage. Only one more point, 
which we will take up again next time, on page 423 in the 2nd para from the bottom: 
"Passing then to the right of slavery...." 

A: "Taking next the law of slavery...his life, his reason, his very self..." 

S: "his I," "his ego," "son moi." 

A: "con he renounce all...what to leave u n done?" 
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S: les, that Is an extremely interesting passage, again because it refers back to this, 
only now the line is drawn differently /Blackboard/: nature and reason and conscience 
belong together. Nature, you will see, has only to do with his proper conservation. 

It is an absolutely foo l ish act ever to make a contract of slavery, where you give away 
all power to preserve yourself, and hand it over to your master—that is simple and 
clear, and now the other point: conscience and reason—by the way, conscience is men¬ 
tioned first here—conscience and reason, prescribing what he ought to do and from what 
he ought to abstain. This has to do with his reason, we can say with the dignity of 
man; let us put it this way. Here, there is no dignity of man involved: every beast 
would do it if it could think, 1 mean, not to get itself enslaved, obviously; because 
it is not conducive to self-preservation if someone else possesses all of your 

self-preservation. It is a mad action, from a lowest and most solid point of view. 

Here, these are considerations of man's morality and, as we• can say, of man's digaity. 

It is incompatible with man's dignity to be a slave. These are obviously two very dif¬ 
ferent reasons, and yet, thanks to the goodness of nature, both converge; both are 
equally incompatible with any right of slavery. 

Now, this, I believe, has a general importance. Rousseau makes this distinction, 
and the distinction between nature, which has to do only with self-preservation, and 
reason on the one hand and conscience on the other is not so easy to make, but it is 
somehow underlying the whole Rousseauan teaching. And yet there is a considerable 
agreement between, in the consequences following from nature and the consequences fol¬ 
lowing from reason and from conscience; and therefore Rousseau is perfectly entitled to 
blur the difference for most practical purposes. But when it comes to the question of 
principles, the theoretical understanding, then it becomes necessary to make this dis¬ 
tinction. Is this point clear? I mean, these three items which we have here found 
again, we have seen before when we discussed that; and. this of course requires a very 
thorough study. And I believe the earlier remark is much clearer, because something... 
it was illustrated to some extent, you know: where not succumbing to temptations was 
the characteristic example of conscience, whereas reason tells us that we should not 
will the impossible. By the way, I forgot to mention that the difference is obvious: 
if someone succumbs to temptation, he does not attempt the impossible, because succumb¬ 
ing is obviously possible; otherwise the whole distinction wouldn't make sense. In 
other words, the reason as understood there is indeed not the same as nature, but it is 
surely not the same as morality proper. Ibis I think one can.... horality proper and 
virtue belong much more to conscience than to reason, I would say. But...we nev9 still 
a lot to discuss, and while we surely will have the next meeting with hr. Boyan reading 
the paper, but I hope we still have some time for a general discussion of the * v rn' i » as 
a whole. 
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S: ...goodness is something which is not replaceable by -virtue. Freedom, original 
freedom, is not identical with the freedom of the citizen. , which 

goes with the sentiment of existence; it is connected with it. But we will take this 
up later. 

I have here prepared a long statement, a kind of summary, which we will discuss. 
But first, we must finish our discussion of last time's assignment, we turn to ihat 
now. Be were in the neighborhood of page 423, and we just read the passage which we 
may read again, on page 423: the 2nd para from the bottom; we have read th is last time, 
but let us take up at this point. 

A: "Taking next the law of slavery...his reason, his very ego...in spite of 

reason and conscience..." 

S: The order is different: "conscience and reason." So, conscience comes in the mid¬ 
dle, this way, of the three things. 

A: "...which tell...to leave undone?" 

S: Yes. Bow we have seen before this distinction between nature, conscience, and rea¬ 
son; and here it is somewhat specified, that...the concern with preservation belongs to 
nature; and conscience and reason have nthy,,,to which we are by nature in¬ 
clined, where we do not need a cnmmnnri of reason to do it. And the other tMngw are, 
the fields axe not distinguished, but both conscience and reason prescribe, command, 
and prohibit. Nature does not wvwnawd and prohibit. This much is clear. Now, what we 
have to keep in mind is only this distinction between nature; reason *»na conscience, 
vuich we will take up later. Vie cannot read everything; let us turn to page 424, the 
3rd and 4th paras. 

A: "Thus we are compelled.*.of this collective nation..." 

S: No, no: "this collective word 'nation,'" "ce mot collectif." Collective word, 
meaning a word designating a collective of beings. 

A: "...we sh a ll Inquire...which we are assuming." 

S: In other words, a contract prior to any possible contract with the government; the 
social contract by virtue of which a people c om gg into being. 

A: "Since the nation... .society formed by it." 

S: Yes, that is clear, and is exactly in correspondence with the teaching of the 
iflUSafiS,* Let us read the next para, please. 

A: "Be will inquire into the meaning....indivisible part of the whole." 

S: This is, I think, literally the same as in the Social Contract I, 6; or is there a 
slight difference? 

A: There are two important differences. S: Uhat are those differences? 

A: The fact that it is, he says "his goods." 

S: Yes, the goods are not in and the life is not in. But one could of course say that 
this is implied. The reads, "jjvery one of us puts into common his 

whole person and his whole power under the supreme direction of the general will, ana 
we receive as a body each member as an Indivisible part of the whole." Now, you see, 
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the difference is this: there he said—in the his whnTs person; and 

here he said his goods, his person, his life. How that, his whole person oan be «pid 
to comprise. 

A: The question I had...can you have goods before society? 

$: Yes, in a precarious manner, as he makes clear. 

A: He carries this on in the itaile . where he mentions goods when he comes to eminent 
domain, whereas he did not mention it .It's prouably a second¬ 

ary question, but he is at least consistent in the frmi 1 * in that he didn't put it in. 

S: what did he not put in? The difference of the character of property in the state 
of nature and in the civil state? 

A: It's not spelled out the same way in the Smile as it is in the Contract . 

S: Yes, but he had to summarize; he had to omit. And the question is only whether he 
omitted something of absolutely central character. This is not...one can ri gh tly say 
that it is not central, although it is of course very important. Let us turn to, on the 
same page, the 2nd para from bottom... 

A: "Me shall uotethat this contract...sovereign with regard to others..." 

S: "to the particulars," to the individuals. 

A: "...and as a member...regard to the sovereign." 

S: Yes. This is like the 1st para of Chapter 7, the first part of the 
Page 425i para 5* 

A: "Having compared natural and civil liberty.. .private and the common domain." 

S: "the particular domain and the eminent domain," he says. 
a: "If the sovereign power...more worthy of respect;..." 

S: This is, of course 100^ Locke, this statement. 

A: "...it is inviolable....by Solon oas an unlawful act." 

S: Yes: "an illegitimate act." Row, this seems clearer than the corresponding state¬ 
ment in the SocialsCfantract. but it is not different; it is only clearer. Compare 

especially Fart II, Chapter 4 of the in the 3rd para there, where he 

says, "One agrees that that which each alienates by the scoial contract of hi« power, 
his goods, his liberty, is only the part of all this the use of uh-ieh is important to 
the community." In other words, you do not strictly speaking surrender everyth-in j ; 
only what the community, what is useful to the community. "But one must also agree 
that the sovereign alone is judge of that importance." So if you say, you, the state, 
you don't need that, this IdLnd of thing, you don't have a right...you may have some¬ 
thing to say about roads going through my land, but goats are none of your business, 
that you are not entitled to say. The sovereign in his wisdom may feel that goats are 
terribly important, for, well, I don't know what reason: perhaps they have to hire 
Hindu troops and must feed them—you know, a great problem in. the First world Vlar. So, 
only the sovereign can be the judge of it. This is in principle the same as in the 

Social Contract - V.hat does tiie distinction between Lycurgus and Solon mean here? It 

is a very important thing in times of present-day affairs. The abolition of debts: 
that means simply that a part of the citizens, the creditors, are deprived of their 
property to tne-.te net it of the debtors. This is an illegitimate act, because here the 
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law does not speak about all citizens, but makes an invidious distinction between the 
creditors debtors. But if the sovereign says everyone- has to surrender all his 
property to society, this is not illegitimate, do you see? Shis is important. 

A: The great theme of the Federalist . 

S: In which sense? I don't remember that; can you state it? 

A; Th e question of credit or of creditor-debtor relationship was.... 

S: Oh,, yes; this I remember. So, in other words, communism can in itself be legiti¬ 
mate; but this kind of taking away.... 

A: The welfare state isn’t legitimate. 

S: Tes. It is sometimes, of course, very hard to draw the line, because it is very 
easy to break the law without wg the words creditors and debtors. I suppose a good 

lawyer do that easily. And, for example, progressive income taxes, no names oc¬ 
curred, as you know. 

A: are you going to come back to the para a little bit ahead of that? 

S: Bo, it did not plan, but what is...? 

A: "The two-parties contracting, that is to say each partic u la r and the public, 

having no common superior who can judge their differences, so that we will 
•-raw-twa if each one of the two remains master to break the contract when 
it pleases him, that is to say that he renounce to it on his b eh al f as soon 
as ha believes himself to be injured." 

It's about five paras ahead of where you just read. It was my impression that 
this, and the one immediately following it, state a problem that was brought up in the 
and solves it contrary to the way it was solved in the Contract . 

S: How does he solve it here, and how does he solve it in the Social Contract? 

A: ftitiam you get done with this, it seems that you cannot renounce to the pact, here in 

the Stth i a. if you believe yourself to be injured. 

S; Yes; but this is not different.... 

A: a-nri in. the Contract , in the 18th chapter of the 3rd book, there are two paras where 
the people can come together and decide whether or not to keep the government.... 

S: She people: but not the individual. In other words, the sovereign assembled may 
dissolve the civil society; but not an individual. 

A: Well, he says that if an individual can leave, why cannot the whole...? 

3: Yes, but again, this is a different case: then he, after ha has ful fi lled all his 

obligations to civil society, there is a right of emigration. 

A: But not here. 

S: Yes, but one could say this is a detail not of such an utmost importance, that he 
could.. .1 mean, in other words, from the mere silence of the summary here, you cannot 
infer that Rousseau has abandoned the corresponding doctrine of the £££^Uij;iB£E&&£* 

A: It's my thought that the silence is purposeful, in that the implication—you know, 
showing that there should be no way of getting out if you feel yourself injured—i* 
purposeful because of the fact that Rousseau doesn't want Smile to have this idea.... 


/ 
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S: That is possible; in this particular case it is possible. One has to see it.' But 
it is...that needs some argument, because the overall reason that he has to omit, say, 
90£g of the Social Contra e±, is a good explanation, perhaps sufficient for all cases; be¬ 
cause one could rightly say, for example, the point to which we will come later, that 
the legislator is not mentioned—Part II, Chapter 7—can also be well 
defended because this is a doctrine of no practical importance—although of the utmost 
theoretical importance—and could very well be omitted in such a summary. 

A; Isn't this, though, contingent on one fact, that you're basing it on the fact that 
th-ia is a summary, whereas I would say that there is an equal reason to wonder if it is 
a summary, since he first says that most of the statements are extracted from the work, 
Tfhjgh doesn't , arid then he adds fringe that were not in the Contract at 

all,' which makes you wonder what kind of summary it is that adds.... 

S: Tes, but again, I have no...I would be delighted if you would write a study, a com¬ 
parison and go into every detail; and perhaps ve can learn somet hin g from it. I can 

only say offhand I do not believe it is a very rewarding thing. But that is a mere, 
mere opinion. But what you said—how did you phrase it, as Rousseau himself puts it; 
you seemed to quote him—what he says about the character of this summary. 

A: He says "extracts from the Social Contract, which is itself a summary of a large 
work, abandoned because it was too great for my powers." 

S: Tes, "extracts.” in extract is, of course, something like a summary, isn't it? 

I mean, when you say extract, you imply you omit very much, and when one can assume 
that a reasonable extract extracts the most important things, or, if you want to be more 
precise, most important for Emile; and then you have a formula for that. 

A: simply on the qualifier of "extract": "the most, or la plupart 

extra!tes." 

S: Oh, he says that; I am sorry. Then you have a much stronger case. where is that? 

A: This is a note at the bottom of the next para. 

A: "Ces questions et propositions sont la plupart extraites..." 

S: Tes; oh, then you are...yes. Very good. 
a: Does that mean mostly, or for the most part? 

S: For the most part. Very good; I mean, I give in. So, make, do this inquiry. 

a: Then the next statement seems to contradict it, because it says, "this is the sum¬ 
mary of it": "et dont c'est ici le sommaire." 

S: Let me now read for one moment. Tes, but still, since "summary" is...I mean, I 
would say that the first statement to which you drew my attention is more specific than 
the second, and therefore I would regard it as decisive—no, by all means. But we have 
also to consider this great thing, time, now. 

A: Could I just...in support of wr. Butterworth in a way, on page 438, when he talks 
of duties of Emile, he sort of follows up this point about the love of the native land, 
and he says, if..."There are circumstances in which a man may be of more use to his 
fellow-countrymen outside his country than within it. Then he should listen only to 
his own zeal and should hear his exile without a murmer; that exile is one of his 
duties." Row, that doesn't strictly imply he may never leave, but it does.... 



Rousseau, 17 


Page 5 


S: Yes, tut Rousseau admits the right of emigration, the natural right of emigration, 
that is all we need here; that he admits in the i£ ©tk© 1 ' words, if you 

try to emigrate on the day where war is declared, you are not free to do so; or if you 
have not your taxes; hut in normal times there is the right to emigrate, and that 
means, of course, in all probability you will have to undergo exactly the same burdens 
in another country. 

A: Yes, I'm not denying that he admits it, but it's sort of, in this booh at least, by 
implication rather than.... 

S: ‘Well, I atill say, until we have the study of itr. Butterwarth, I would still say 
let us not be pedantic, let us assume that it is really a summary. 

As In a para, the ^pawing of exile is made plain with a beautiful sentence when he 
says, "But you, dear Emile, you have not undertaken the painful task of telling men the 
truth; you must live in the midst of your fellow-creatures." 

S: Ah, you see: so that's Rousseau 1 3 privilege, not his. But let us really proceed 
now in a somewhat more orderly fashion. Page 426, paras 4 and. 5, where he explains 
briefly what a law is. "On the contrary, when the whole people stipulates regarding 
the whole people..." 

A: Oh, at the top. 

"On the other hand, if a whole people makes a law for a whole.people.... 
which may bear the name of lav." 

S: Yes, this...the answer is no other decree; no other uecree except that, •.■hen 

the whole people establishes something regarding the whole people for e x am p le, forbids 
murder, with such and such a penalty—of course for all, equ al ly. If it would say, well, 
if murder is committed by a nobleman, he will have this punishment and a commoner will 
have that, that's not a law. And the only difficulty is that there are sometimes laws 
being perfectly general in character but hurting some poeple much more than others. 

The famous example of inatole Prance which everyone knows: "The law forbids the rich 
and the poor with equal severity to beg in the streets and to sleep under bridges." 

.nd that is perfectly law in Rousseau's sense, and yet one can say it hurts certain 
peoole more than others. And this of course, leads, if thought through, to a re¬ 
opening of the whole issue of Rousseau's definition of a law, which he tried to avoid 
by urn-i - Mwg his doctrine to a homogeneous society; in other words, a society in which 
there are no beggars afid which everyone hqa a roof over his head, the whole issue 
wouldn't arise. the difficulty is only that there are heterogeneities in every 
society, of one kind or another, except very primitive tribal societies. Viell, we can¬ 
not possibly read everything. Let us turn to page 428, para 4. 

A: “To this principle clearer....in proportion as they become centralised..." 

S: "concentrated." 

A: "...the general will...that required by the social order." 

S: You see here, the natural order, the social order are opposite. -And t hi s shows the 
radical artificiality of civil society how the problem comes up. Yhe context is 
this: here he has made in the mean time me distinction between the sovereign, the 
legislative assembly of the whole citizen body, and the gove rnmen t. And now, the more 
specific political problem concerns the relation of the sovereign to government, because 
the government uevelops an interest of its own; well, very clear In the case of a 
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monarchy: the prince is not the people; but even if you have a republican fora of gov¬ 
ernment, regardless of whether this is heredity or whether they are elected, they 
develop an interest of their own. The politicians have a kind of corporate interest 
which is not identical with the interest of the citizen at large. Of course you can 
affect this by having very short tenures of office, but still the problem always exists. 
And now, the point is this: the government is inevitably stronger than the amorphous 
mass which assembles—even if it assembles a few times a year, it is not comparable in 
concentrated power to the government—and within the government each member's selfish¬ 
ness is stronger then the corporate will; that is the general schema. Row, what fol¬ 
lows from that? Then he gives a very general rule. Do you remember that, what the 
rule is, the proportion which he establishes? ^Blackboard 7J This is 

the people and this is the government. 

A.: The people as a mass and the government.... 

S: I mean, the people as the many, not as a unit of the sovereignty. This is always 
one, the sovereign; and the government, let us call this i, because we don't know; and 
now if you put here, say, 100, the government has to be much weaker than if you have 
here a million. Can you do it? You are our mathematician. 

A: That since the power of a body, whether it he the people or the government or the 
sovereign, is inversely proportional to their numbers, he concludes that to get the 
power matched, with a larger people you must have a igovernor. 

S: Or weaker government, let us say. Or express it in...in other words, for ruling, 
if the sovereign consists of 100 citizens, you need a much weaker government than if 
the sovereign consists of 10 millions. And the larger the nation, the more centralized 
a government you need. And therefore democracy proper is possible only in 1 soci¬ 
eties; and when you go beyond a certain stage, only monarchy is possible. You know, 
that argument which the papers still had to refute in order to show 

that a large-scale republic is possible. I mean, the thesis itself is of course Ilon- 
tesouieu's , and even older, but in this precise form it is Rousseau's own, as far as I 
know. 

A: May I just raise one question here? Admittedly that the monarch, that the smaller 
number of rulers is for the greater number of poeple: does the smaller number of 
rulers necessarily mean weaker power? 

S: Stronger power. A: But you just said.... 

S: Then I must have made a mistake. Mo, on the contrary, that the government person¬ 
nel must consist of many when you have a large nation, that is uninteresting; but all 
these people, the officials, derive their authority from that single pen, the pen of 
the monarch. So therefore, the power is absolutely concentrated in one hand. But if 
you have a smaller nation, then a republican form of government might do; and if it is 
a very small nation—in other words, a kind of small city—then democracy would do. 

A: Isn't it true that his mathematical proportion fails mathematically, and isn't that 
perhaps important? 

S: Yes, it would be important; but show it. 

a: yell, if he says that there's an inverse proportion of government to people as 
taken in a mass, and government to sovereign as taken as one; if you have IX people 
then the government is 10, the people as a sovereign is one: IX to 10 to 1. 

S: Mow, we can easily figure it out. 
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A: I have read it through with great care, but I do not remember...1 was impressed by 
the mathematical consistency of, good sense of his reasoning, which X never emected to 
find. 

S: Ho, no, Rousseau was very well informed in mathematical things. So, let us take a 
small state, 100 citizens. ^Blackboards Now, what is the value of x then? /Tt . 10^7 
Yes, toe root of ICO; good, ^nd then in a million? 

A: It would have to be one. 

S: And what is the interesting proportion now? 

A: Doesn't it have to be that, if you taka 10 million, than according to Rousseau's 
premise, it has to be one. It has to be a monarch. 

S: No, two examples are perfectly sufficient. Now sere, what is the crucial point? 

10 are a much larger part of 100 than 1000 a part of a million, that's the point; and 
everything else follows from that. You have a large body of rulers in a i 
state. She larger the state becomes, the more must the power be concentrated, well, 
it is of course not fully statable in mathematical terms, because you never get really 
one; or at least only in a terrifically...you have to go very hign for that. 

A: Yes; he spoke first of the ratio of the powers. Rut the powers are inverse to the 
nu m b ers for any particular object, such as the government. In a given society a larger 
government is weaker in absolute terms. 

S: In a larger society...? 

A: In a given society, if you expand the number of government, if you Tnak-g parliament 
bigger, parliament will be less effective. 

S: So in ot her words, the desirable and wise thing is to make the government stronger 
in a larger society. The larger the government...yes, sure. 

A: Isn't the perfect number—I have spent some time moving around in numbers—just the 
one, one, and one? 

S: That is a wonderful mathematical possibility, but of course no longer interesting 
for political science, because it would be a society consisting of a Kingiq man . it 
would be very useful for Robinson Crusoe prior to the appearance of Friday. 

A: But I’m wondering...1 mean, in the sense of power freedom, how much better... 
that in a way, I me a n , without Rousseau maan-iit as a serious suggestion for future 
rule. 

S: No, the principle he means seriously; and the principle is, the larger the state, 
the more powerful must the government be. 

A: Must the government be; it doesn't moan that the citizens will be hanpier by that. 

A: Yes, I know.... 

S: On the contrary, in his view they will be unhappier, but.... 

A: But that's what I was bringing in, this question of happiness. Because then you'd 
need a smaller state; and in a way, it would seem just mathematically, I without 
any intention of this as a practical suggestion for government, but the only real hap¬ 
piness is where there's one, one, and one. . 
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S: In a way, he says so. I mean, to that extent...I see how what you're driving at: 
the perfect solution is the absolutely solitary man. Well, we have heard this sore 
than once, that's true. But X thought you were still considering within political 
terns proper; there it would be inapplicable, as I an sure you Imow. Then there is— 
well, we cannot possibly read everything—then there comes this discussion of what the 
sign of good government is; that's on page 432• There are many more things of interest. 
Pardon? 

A; I notice that China is an exception to the rule the more people the better. 

S: Yes; but it is of course a fatal exception. Bo, I mean, because in case of these 
matters, how does he...he would have to explain it, which he doesn't do. Let us see on 
page 432, para 3- 

A: "The necessary relations.. .I'Esprit des Lois ..." 

3 

S: He doesn't quote here the author; that's quite interesting, i-foon he had spoken of 
he didn't mention the Ssprit des Lois . Perhaps this is in deference to the 
anonymity of the book: it appeared anonymously in 1748. 

A: But he certai n ly identified the author with the general trend of the book when he 
first 

S: That he did. out on the other Wand it is not literally the same; go into, consider 
it from the point of view of penal law and you will see the difference. How, go on. 

A: "so clearly pointed out....are certainly the best governed.” 4ith the excep¬ 

tion of China. 

8: We must read also the next para. 

a: "But this population....already beginning to decline.” 

S: Because the citizens had no urge in themselves. Yes. 

A: "Citizens must be induced....not flourish there «nirh longer." 

S: He was right, for very different reasons. Now this is, I think, the Rousseau of 
the legend; you know, as the Rousseau.. .one sweeping statement—there is one sign of 
good government, everyone can see that: whether the population increases—and then no 
little remedies, but one sweeping thing, that means, of course, to quote Joseph Stalin, 
complete revolution. But this is of course only an ingredient of Rousseau's whole doc¬ 
trine, and not the full Rousseau; but one can understand it on the basis of such utter¬ 
ances. He is understood in the way in which he is frequently understood. Now, there 
follow in the sequel some interesting statements which we might consider briefly. On 
page 432, bottom. 

A: "The second sig n of the goodness....returning to the people or to the king.” 

S: Now, let us read the beginning of the next para and the end. 

•A: "Study the nation outside...get to know it." 

S: And the end of that. 

A: "How it is the agricultural districts..." 

S: "the land, the countryside." 

A: "...which forms the nation, and the country people who make the people.” 
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S: Well, you see here the connection with Jefferson : agricultural democracy; that's 
clearly what is Beaut. How fir. Boy an. 

A: all I wanted was to give a possible explanation for the exception of China. In 
that para where we just read, when he is talking in the context of the big cities and 
the crowds, he talks of, "the ill-regulated addition of still more people gives a nega¬ 
tive result." That might be a possible explanation to the exception. 

S: It could also be perhaps the fact that this increase of the population was due to 
government policy in China; that could also be. ~o, now in the next para; he states 
the principle underlying agricultural democracy. 

A: "This study of different nations...the more does goodness hold sway... 

but pernicious vices." 

S: Yes; in other words, the agricultural democracy is more natural, most natural, and 
therefore the most healthy, the most good. How we read a few more paras before we turn 
to the summary. On page 425, ia. the 4th para. 

A: "But it is time...take hr. John..." 

S: "lord John." Well, it's not terribly important. 

A: "...back to Hiss Lucy, or rather Emile to Sophy." 

S: This is only strange in the translation, because Lord is in the Frencn text, so it 
isn't too difficult to translate this into English. 

A: "He brings her a heart...foreign nations through their virtues." 

S: "the peoples." People has a somewhat different connotation than nation has. Peo¬ 
ple, you think of the common people in the first place, which you do not necessarily do 
when you speak of nations. Yes. 

A: "I have even taken care....antidote against the sway of patriotic prejudices..." 

S: "national prejudices," he says. In other words, Rousseau favors national charac¬ 
ters, but not national prejudices, which is a different thing. Yes; now read on. 

A: "...to which we are liable....till he is at home again.” 

S: Does this remind you of something, well-known to all of you, but most of those who 
were not bora and brought up in this country? well, the American habit of asking visit¬ 
ors, foreigners, how do you like this country. I don't believe the habit exists in any 
other country; at least I haven't come across it. 

A: The Japanese. S: Bo they do it? I did not know. A: The French. 

Si French, too? Perhaps after the Second World War; bat I haven't seen it in France 
in sy time. But there is something to that. Now, wnat are the conclusions which Emile 
draws from his travels? Page 436, the passage following the Latin verse, the Horatian 
verse. 

A: "'I remember that sy property....with the additional fetters of slavexy?'" 

S: So in other words, that is extremely Stoic , isn't it, and has.... Political 
ar r angem e n t s are of no importance whatever for the true freedom of man. One has only a 
choice between dependence on man and dependence on nature, between the chains of opin¬ 
ion and the chains of necessity. The of necessity we must wear under all 
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> conditions: we must die. But of the eh^jj^s of opinions we *wn be free everywhere. 
ind therefore it wouldn't seem to Mifw any difference. But let us read the para after 
s the next. 

A: "'By father, this is my decision." 1 

S: T iho is the father idiom he addresses? A: Rousseau. S: Yes. 

A: " 'But for ny passions.... c ive meny Sophy, I-am free.'" 

S: Yes; that's, of course, the hitch, because...here is where bondage nevertheless 
enters, and is the difference between Rousseau Rmile, we notice here. You see, 
willi ng only what is—we have read the statement formerly, everything that is is good; 
in a way that's the same thing. 1 mean, willing that what is, meaning, implies that, in 
a way, at least, that everything that is is good. Now, this is a speech of Zmile; 
Rousseau replies to him: you must become husband father. And what does this imply? 
On page 437, in the 2nd para. 

A: JJr. Strauss, do you draw any conclusions from th-ta beginning statement that you 
called our attention to there: "Ny father"? 

S: No, 1 think...had he ever said that before? 

A: The only thing, in this passage, in this thing that we've been dealing on the last 
few days, Rousseau earlier said to Emile, "mon enfant"; but that's different from 
saying "my son." Thi s is the only thing that could be a to it that I've seen 

so far; and I wondered if this.... 

S: No, he's, after all, no longer, definitely no longer an infant, or a child: he is 
about to marry. But still, that it is now that he calls Rousseau his father I think 
shows the radical change which has been effected, let us read the 2nd half of the 
next para. 

A: "'j/here is there any respect...take the place of positive law..."' 

S: what is the text here? Because there must be a printing error in mine. "Elies 
tienaent lieu de loi positive”—"pour le sage"? 

A: "au sage." 

S: "au sage.*' Thank you. Here, it is "et," which doesn't sense. 

A: Is it possible that Emile's reference to "ny father" is an indication of his having 
lost sight of the natural now? 

S: The natural...? 

A: Of a natural, even the natural relation now. 

S: That is not a bad point. In other words, he is, after all, not his natural father, 
and...that is a good point. But this needs of course a long interpretation, because it 
could also mean that he sees this relationship which exists between hj« and Rousseau as 
much more deserving the name of son/father than that of a natural son. It could also 
me an that. Yes, read on. 

A: "'For the wise man they take the place....the other free in Paris." 1 

S: This only e m ph asises how irrelevant politics is. That's very strange for the author 
of the Social Contract, but when you read the first para of the Social Contract —man 
is everywhere in chains, and it is only the difference between legitimate 
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illegitimate chains—then it makes sense* frhat is much more important in the context 
of the Emile is that Rousseau now accepts absolutely the teaching—the moral teaching, 
at any rate—of the Savoyard Vicar, as you see here; there is no difference involved- 
Rousseau confirms Emile in the principle, liberty is under no form of government, and 
he reminds him of the eternal laws of nature and of order, i.e* of conscience rea¬ 
son, by submitting to wh ic h one becomes truly free. So there is...a perfect harmony is 
established at the end of the work, iaie must now first finish that, if you don't mind. 
Page 437, in the 3rd para. 

A: "'If I spoke to you of the duties....the land in which he lives." 

Si Here clearly it doesn't have a fatherland; there is at least a land. 

A: "'There is always a government....The mere sight of order..." 

S. "the mere appe aran ce of order," in other words, a order, even. 

A: "'The mere semblance of order teaches....to rule himself.'" 

S: So in other words, Rousseau now returns completely to the ordinary morality. Sub¬ 
mission to the government, however bad; one owes to one's country the morality of his 
actions and the love of virtue—not to nature: in the state of nature, it would not 
exist. So t h is harmony which ji-it. Boyan painted for us is here, without any question, 
achieved. Tet we are now reminded however of the difference between Emile Rousseau 
in the next para. 

A: "'Do not say therefore....more deeply than *11 our e mp t y words.'" 

S: Yes: "empty speeches." So here it is made clear. f T r h«» implication of this harmony 
is the complete, the unqualified inferiority of the way of life of Rousseau to the way 
°f life of Emile. And if this were Rousseau's final word about that, there would be no 
problem; but since there are reasons to doubt that this is Rousseau's final word, there 
are reasons to doubt the simplicity of the harmony achieved at the of the Emile.. 

A: simply that no Emile without a Rousseau to waVo nj-m go? 

S: Now wait; let us proceed.... To what extent would the fact that there is no Emile 
without Jean-Jacques prove that the way of life of halls is inferior to the way of life 
of Rousseau? 

a: well, it is dependent on it, for one thing. 

S: Tes, but a condition may very well be inferior to the conditioned : that which makes 
possible something else may very well be inferior to it. Simple example: the bridle- 
maker. No horseman without a bndle, and so horsemanship is based on the art of bridle- 
making; and yet bridle—making is ministerial to horsemanship. So in other words, the 
art—if we call that what Rousseau do.es, loosely, philosopiy—philosophy may be a mere 
me a ns for br inging about that virtuous citizen life ^ not Rousseau but Emile leads. 
That would not be in itself decisive. 

A: whan he says, the writing of treatises... JE: Even that...^7 - -.the writing of 
textbooks, he has shown, is inferior to being Emile. 

S: To b eing Emile, alt hough there could not be an Emile without some textbooks. 

A: But he has not said that Emile would be superior to Jean—Jacques. 

S; ae h as said it here: "our vain words of our books." 
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A: But his words haven't been empty. He has not been writing a book. In this story, 
he hasn't been writing a book; he has been educating a man. 

S: But still, here Rousseau brings out the fact in his final address to Emile that he 
is primarily an author. And even his being the tutor of Emile is, if we have a bit 
common sense, entirely a bookish affair. I mean, this is a novel, so to speak; it is 
not an account. 

A: I'm trying to argue that this is like the dialogues. A book that wasn’t quite a 
book; or writing without the sins of writing. 

S: Yes, hr. Reinken; it is very nice to be subtle, but one must also dissolve the 
subtlety into clear and distinct propositions, if you know what I mean. And everything 
in its time. Ho, that is clear. In other word3, if you want, if your subtlety amounts 
to the effect that this is hot Rousseau's serious last word upon the situation, I 
entirely agree with you. But we have first to take it at what it says. Row, one more 
word about the end of the Emil^, because then we will have a brief discussion, and tbow 
I will give ay summary. 

The end deals then with the question of which there is here a large literature 
in modem times, how married people should live together from the point of view of 
sexual comfort; one could say an ars_amandi for married people—and he gives advice 

whioh convinces Sophy core easily than it convinces Smile, ^ut th-ig we don't have to 
discuss. 

a: I thought it was one of the most political things: Sophy is clearly to be equated 
with the government; he is teaching governors the art of governing their citizens. 

S: In a way, that is true. I mean, one constantly •fcMwka of this parallel between 
marriage and civil society, you mean. Yes, that is quite true. But one must also take 
seriously what is more obviously said. hr. Boy an. 

2ND OF TAPE SIDE ONE. 


A: ...this chart was based on this last period of remarks that we've been reading in 
the last couple of pages. Row, is there anything later in Ffr.i 1 p . ...? 

S: They support you 100$. A: Oh, they do? 

S: 10C$. But I must also tell you something, and now I myself commit the crime of 
which hr. Re in ke n was blamed for.. In books of this nature there is a very general pro¬ 
cedure, wh ic h one can describe as follows '/blackboard/, in a siarole mathematical 
scheme: here, beginning from accepted views, go far away from them, «nd pricing agn-in 
with accepted views. So in other words, the peak is not the end, in that respect, 
imitating living beings; say an old dog of 20, now perishing, is not at the peek of dog 
life. Death is not the end; the end is the peak. The same is true of these books. So 
therefore, that was the reason why we talked for quite a bit about what is the center 
of the Emile . Even in an external sense, the center is not...the center was in the 
middle. And this—I have said this before—is a mere, stupid, empirical observation: 

I do not remember a single explicit statement by any author to this affect. I mean, 
there is a well-known fact—but this is also a mere fact—that the sentence that if the 
philosophers do not become Mugs in the republic, occurs, I have heard, in the literal 
middle of the Republic,—I have never tested that; it is roughly in the middle, surely. 
How, but I have observed it time and again, that when X read something ny| d x didn't 
find my way, and I simply looked at the center and thought about it, some light ap¬ 
peared. Nothing can ever be proven this way; only, the thoughts which you might get in 
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this way might then appear to he the most sensible ones, that's all. No, you are abso¬ 
lutely on your own. But I know, however, one thing, one explicit statement, writing 
of books, how to write bocks, this was traditionally regarded as belonging in the wider 
sense to rhetoric; because writing a book to address human beings—rhetoric. Nov 

in one kind of rhetoric, forensic rhetoric, there is a rule transmitted, for example, 
by Cicero and by other rhetorical writers, that if you defend a client, you will speak 
very powerfully of the strong sides at the beginning—I mean, in the first, say, 20 
minutes—and in the last 20 minutes; and the complex things you will put in the middle; 
because—there is a well-known experience—the attention of the audience is strongest 
in the first third and in the last third, because you only.. .and in the middle it is 
lagging. You see, how can you get their attention, contrary to what you think, that 
they will be most tired, say, 5 minutes before 10, or whatever it may be. That might 
be the natural tendency, but this can easily be avoided, because when they are bored 
stiff, say at 9:40, you say I come now to my conclusion; and you have no idea what a 
wonderful shot in the arm that is to any audience—and there are also more subtle 
of that. And therefore here you have, the most damaging things, .where the 
lawyer is least able to put up a good case, he puts in the middle, a is a principle 
of fore n sic rhetoric. That's the only theoretical statement, and general statement 
about the subject that I have come across. 

A: Does this mean that Rousseau doesn't really want Emile, or the product of his educa¬ 
tion to be this way, a fellow sort of who, basically...? 

S: Absolutely he wants it. But he does not want him to be ~Hv» Rousseau, i.e.— well, 
what does this mean? Not so unhappy as Rousseau, that's not the point. But he does 
not want him to see things altogether as he sees them. 1 will take thi« up in my sum¬ 
mary. But there were some other...hr. Johnson a nd iir. Butterworth. 

A: I was just going to say that at the end you mentioned about Rousseau perhaps giving 
birth to Emile in some sense; 1 mean, after , the question of, 

Rousseau is no longer necessary once he makes it possible. But at the ^nd Esiie tells 
him that he will need him as long as he lives; whir>h would suggest that, outside of giv¬ 
ing him the original impulse, that in some sense, i° is imperfect without having 
occasional recourse to Rousseau. 

S: Yes. Does it contradict anything we said? 

A: I thought that what you meant was perhaps that once Emile comes into existence, 
that Rousseau is completely at this point no longer necessary. 

3: Let us assume - " what Rousseau of course assumes—that Rousseau is wiser thpn i o 
is, and Emile is intelligent enough to taoow that; he will naturally take recourse to 
Rousseau in case he is confronted with problems w hich he cannot solve. 

A: Could one say that future Emiles will need future BmiflaMim ? 

S: Yes. bell, this is a good example of how important it is to know a bit Plato in 
order to understand Rousseau, because this problem is in itself—in itself—exactly the 
same as in Plato; the best—I mean, if you take very literally the Republic— the best 
regime c a n n ot last if the philosophers are not in control, and that means, of course, 
at all times . Even in the Laws, where this seems to be considerably modified, it even¬ 
tually comes out, if there are not the few philosophers there, the whole thing has no 
stability. X just read a Ph.D. thesis in public law on Justice Frankfurter in which 
this student very forcefully showed the defectiveness of Justice Frankfurter 1 s legal 
reasoning because he does not have a legal philosophy to speak of. It would be a 
present-day example of what these men meant, that if one does not...one cannot be a 
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perfect Supreme Court judge—at least, of the United States Supreme Court—if one does 
not have an understanding, a philosophic understanding, of what the lav is. And what ' 
this young student said is only a reproduction in the present-day, regarding the' 
present-day problem, of what they meant. Seems incredible from the point of view of 
common sense, but I think it is still true. I mean, this is an absurd suggestion,- in a 
way, from a commonsensical point of view, but if you think a bit about it, it does be¬ 
gin to make sense, you know. 

A: I thought at first that you meant there was a difference between the Platonic view¬ 
point and.... 

S: An enormous difference; but, let me put it this way: Rousseau puts something else 
^/blackboard^.. .if this is the highest place in the hierarchy, Rousseau interprets that 
x differently than Plato does; but it has exactly the same relation to civil society as 
in Plato.. hiss EuckLns. 

A: I’m thi-niring of the beginning, of the beginning where Rousseau says something like, 
contrary to what Scale will tell me when I'm finished with him, he won't need me. I 
think I remember him saying something like that in the beginning. 

S: That I do not remember.' But even if it is there, that would not absolutely contra¬ 
dict it: he would not need him ordinarily, but still.... Tes. 

a: I didn't understand your argument for the basis of the reading of the last sentence 
that we read together, the one where Rousseau makes the distinction between Smile and 
himself. It was my understanding that he certainly does separate himself from Emile, 
but that there's almost a glorious tinge to his kind of life; even though it's painful 
and it is a self-impored exile, there's still one very important word: "the truth." 

S: Oh, surely. I have no doubt that Rousseau regarded his life—I mean, that to which 
he is devoted—surely. But externally it is subdued: at the same time he speaks of 
our vain discourses, means, even if these vain discourses are dedicated to the 

truth.... In other words,- his simple subordination of the practical life to the the¬ 
oretical'life which he here preaches is not Rousseau's serious conviction, and I am • 
you remind me of this particular point, that he mentions the truth there explicitly. 

A: I wonder if Rousseau did not sane thing here from Plato, too, namely this, 

that in making him say that Emile by his deeds will be better at convinc¬ 
ing—how does he say this?—others of the truth of Rousseau's statement than the books 
themselves are. In other words, Emile as such, as a good man, will be a better example 
of what Rousseau means to these peopleythan all of the books that Rousseau himself 
writes. Bid I state this properly? 

S: Ho, in this way I believe it is not quite good, but if you say this, again with 
Plata, that the relation of Emile to Rousseau is comparable to the relation of the per¬ 
fect gentleman to Plato and Aristotle, as Plato and Aristotle understood it, test's 
correct. And then "we would nave a nice question, which we will take up in a way: what 
is the relation between Rousseau's concept of the contemplator and the Platon ic- 
Aristotelian notion of the contemplator, and what is the relation of Emile to the per¬ 
fect gentleman in the Platon ic sense? That would be a simple statement of the prob- 
of the Emile . 

A: iiay 1 just throw in this minor point then: that Shrasymschus is not the best 

, that is sure, but because of Glaucon and the other fine young men, who are 
impressed, or at least who belong to Socrates, Thrasymachus is willing to cooperate. 

S: Yes, but Thrasymachus can be all kinds of things: he surely is not a perfect gen¬ 
tleman. 
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A: In this case, who would the perfect gentleman be? 

S: Glaucon and Adaiaantus. 

A: certain irony in the praising of Emile..*. 

Si Yes and no* Emile—that Rousseau mm* seriously—Emile will be far superior to the 
untutored Emile; that is, of course, the claim. Emile reaches the highest peek nh 
a common man can reach. That is surely the claim, right or wrong, but the claim that 
is* Mr. Reimken. 

A: X was turning the pages after the end of the Emile : Rousseau started a sequel 
called Spile, at So-chie- cm las S olitaires, and Emile is writing to Rousseau and telling 
him how t h i ng s just went to pot after you moved out: "Soon heaven ceased to bless the 
house in which you no longer dwelt; /inaudible finish _7 ." 

S: Yes, but he surely was prepared for that, because Rousseau told that the 
time. Tell me; was this published by Rousseau, or was this posthumous? 

A: Mo, it was found by somebody afterwards, Rousseau didn't really want it to get 
out. He kept it among his papers, but.... 

S: Rut it is surely genuine? 

A: doesn't seem to doubt it in the least. 

A: I've seen some people who are now editing Emile for the Pleiades. Tha -nan who is 
d o i n g that has speculated on this; and there's reason to speculate.... 

S: And what is his result? 

A: I've just heard that there is this question. 

S: I see. So, I cannot say anyt h i n g about it, not having been aware of it, even. 

Rabbi beiss. 

A: It seems that man by nature, as it were, needs a tutor; and doesn't tH* refute 
Rousseau's contention that man is by nature asocial? Re indicates here on the last 
page, "Bear Emile, all his life through a man needs a guide a-nd counsellor. 3o far I 
have done my best to fulfill that duty..." 30 forth. 

S: Yes; I myself am inclined to draw this conclusion, but Rousseau would probably say 
no, because the fact that young children are weak in every respect and need help and 
guidance by others does not do away with the fact that when they are grown up, they 
could live in solitude, and t h is would even in some respects be better. But let us 
dis r egard that. That all men need tutors, that is an empirical fact, ordinarily done 
by parents. Then all the difference is good or bad tutors; and Rousseau claims he is 
the best tutor that say man ever found, and he bases claim on the fact that his 
knowledge, understanding of human nature is superior to any other understanding—of the 
classics as well as of Locke and Hobbes. and 30 on. 

So, if it is all right with you, we begin now our summary, because we have to 
fr fr'infr that the time is passing. How, the whole book is dedicated, as we have heard more 
than once, to natural education. A good education is the natural education; that means, 
in the first run: no interference with the natural process, a laissez-faire education, 
or, as Rousseau states it, only negative, namely, to prevent interference with nature- 
just parallel to econimic lassses—faire. But this claim stands in an extraordinary con— 
tradictian to the artificial character of the education of Emile which we have observed 
all the time—the case of a test-tuber— and every kid mowing up in a dead-end street 
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would seem to have a more natural education than Emile: no interference with these 
natural processes there. Force and guile are explicitly said to be used by the tutor 
all the time. So the question is, in what sense can this education be natural? Now, 
ve get a hint from the motto. The motto is taken from —incidentally, it is *icr, 

used later on by Egnt as a motto, which shows the relation—"lie suffer from curable 
ills; and the very nature which helps us, whoa she has generated towards the correct, 
if we wish to be corrected, or amended.” we suffer from curable ills; our nature is 
incorrupt. In other words, the natural education must be first understood: nothing 
supernatural, And we have seen that this tendency goes through the whole work, and 
therefore—it comes to Idle open in the Savoyard Vicar's critique of revelation, but it 
is of course c h a r acteristic of the whole book. But this is of course not enough, be¬ 
cause Seneca—to say nothing of Plato and Aristotle. and even Hobbes—also would he in 
favor of a natural education in this sense! ' ' - 

Now, let us consider Rousseau 1 s famous formula: nature is good. Nature is 
good, but men as we find them are ordinarily bad. So in order to prove this and also 
in order to get a more detailed notion of natural goodness, we must look for the nat¬ 
ural man, whom we do not find anywhere in society; and the Second Dianna* ± s e spe- 
cxally devoted to t hi s quest• d this leads to as. extraordinary result: the natural 

man is a stupid animal, the orang-utang, as ve could almost say—surely a pre-rational, 
and not only pre-social being. The savages are superior to this natural man; and the 
savages are no longer as natural as that natural man was. The savages are superior; 
and that means not man as he came from the hands of his iKaker, as Rousseau frequently 
phrases it, but man as he was already molded by certain accidents-,—by certain accidents, 
not by Providence. let Rousseau does not leave it at that. He is not satisfied 
with the savages in the long run; and even in the Second Discourse that is a very pro¬ 
visional statement, And now, if there was any doubt on this score, it was disoelled by 
“ e ilav « read there a quotation from Plutarch, on page 119 of your transla- 

wion, in which we saw there is complete agreement between Rousseau and Hobbes regarding 
the state of nature or the savages: that is a terrible state of cruelty from which we 
should be glad to have left. Civilisation necessary; civilization constitutes a 
genuine progress, and we find then also passages—on page 216, for example: I'house 
de la nature, the man of nature, is 1’ house de la nature cultiv6e, the ma r of culti¬ 
vated nature. So, there is no question of a return to savagery. In the same context, 
on page 217,in your tra n slation, the natural is described as the universal, the natural 
! “ *5* universa1 ’ the unnatural is the particular, i.e. what is based on prejudice. 

.and from here we see imme diately what natural education means. Natural education is an 
j education toward a man without prejudices; without prejudices. As education, it is, 
of course—education being an art—this man is the product of an art. Tne naturalness 
consists in the fact that he is a man without prejudices. He has only clear and dis¬ 
tinct knowledge, plus suspense of judgment where he does not have clear pnd distinct 
knowledge. And hence also no religious education, as we have seen. 

Now, what is natural about the natural man? The natural mail is a man who lives 
en irely in the natural world, in the world as it truly is. In this sense, and only in 
this sense can it be said to be a natural education. I regard it as possible that 
Rousseau’s distinction between man of nature and man of man ultimately means this: man 
°f man, i.e. we: we are made what we are V men. 'Ihat, considering the fact that the 
whole religious problem as was indicated, that the man of man is the man brought up 
religiously in the belief in an anthropomorphic God or gods. And then the man of na¬ 
ture, who is not brought up in this belief. 
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How, this much about the general meaning of natural education. I s h all speak 
about the same subject, only in a slightly different form, by replacing the distinc¬ 
tion between man of men and man of nature by the distinction between man and the citi¬ 
zen, which is much more developed explicitly in the Smile . How, what is the difference 
between man and the citizen? You remember the statement in the be ginning that the edu¬ 
cation of man and the education of the citizen are two entirely different and incompat¬ 
ible things., tian is a being without prejudices; the citizen necessarily has prejudices. 
Man is natural; the citizen is denatured, han is self-sufficient or complete; whe cit¬ 
izen is a fractionary being: be is only a part of the body politic. And this is some¬ 
how connected with the fact that man is not specialized: no division of labor; the cit¬ 
izen is always specializ sd—and from here, the way to i4arx is rather clear. The end 
state in this—if we can call it an end state—all men develop all their faculties and 
are n-i uni■go-rsai~i. as they would have been-called in the Renaissance: universal 

men, not specialized men. Furthermore, the man, in contradistinction to the citizen, 

,ia characterized by goodness; the citizen by virtue, .-lan is on his highest level char- 
j notarized by the perfection of reason; in the citizen the highest perfection of the 
{Species, or of the people is chief. 

/<ow, we must see Emile, this individual, against this fundamental diswinction 
between man and the citizen. Emile is educated as a man and emphatically not as a cit¬ 
izen, up to a certain point. But from a certain point on, he becomes a citizen, tnile 
•hag the ma-Hmum perfection of reason possible in what Rousseau calls un home vulgaire, 
a man. Then in the later part of his education, the man and the citizen are 

reconciled in Smile; and the reconciliation takes place through the Profession of Fait* 
of the Savoyard Vicar. The strict correspondence to the Profession of Faith in the 
SnrialCorjtrngt is the chapter on the legislator, and I think one must read one in the 
.light of the other. In other words, the Profession of .-'aith is truly a civil religion. 
We have seen that the Profession of Faith is surrou nd ed by two sketches of non¬ 
religious morality, preceded and followed by it. In the first place, the generaliza¬ 
tion of pity or amour-propre is morality; and following the Profession of raith, wha^ 
nail the refined Epicureanism , i.e. taste. How, in order to understand the distinction 
between and citizen, one must have recourse to the highest principle of Rousseau, 

and that is the sentiment of existence, of which I have spoken last time, and before: 

1 the sentiment of existence, "fr* 1 ' must be understood in its distinction not only from 
;contemplation proper, in the Aristotelian sense, but also from glory as the 

.highest public-spirited passion. The highest passion which could inspire the legisla¬ 
tor and the statesman and general, or what have you, would be glory; and the sentiment 
of existence is absolutely beyond the practical political life. 

How, if we turn to toe contest of Rousseau's contemplation and of his under¬ 
standing of nature, I think it goes through the book—obscured more than once, but 
still flgg-tn and noticeable—there is not an end, telos. proper. In this respect, 

Rousseau agrees with the broad trend of modern thought, the rejection of teleologr—and 
what we have observed regarding the equality of the ages and the equality of the sexes 
confirms it, although there are always some important Qual if iers to keep in m .. n o.. ivow, 
these changes which Rousseau achieves here /blackboard/: the sentiment of existence 
versus, say, the vision of the idea of the good in Plato , or the correspond in g thing in 
Aristotl e here, a change in let us call this mind. There is also a change on the seconc 
level: in this case a perfect gentleman, and here Emile. How, Emile is, of course, 
not a simple peasant, that's obvious—or a simple carpenter, although he can live from 
carpentry if he must. Emile will—I mean in the normal course of events—Emile would 
become of course a land-owner, like h. de Wolmar in the and take care, in an 
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enlightened manner, of the peasantry, and would naturally be the magistrate in this 
arondissement, in the administrative circle in which he lives. So, there is something 
1 in with the Plato nic -Aristotelian notion of this; hut there are radical 

lences, and these changes are, generally speaking, in the direction of. democracy. Oaia 
' Bjxi tv* g-hn-tiftia perfect gentleman is not a democratic citizen; by accident, he may be, 
if he lives in Athens, but his whole understandi n g is not a democratic understa tin g. 

Here, 1 mention only a few points: on page 148, you will find no division of 
labor on this level, whereas division of labor is absolutely essential for Pla|o and 
t-r-ietntle. In other words, the distinction between non-manual labor anc manual labor 
which is, one could say, sacred in PlsSfi and 4risS2±ls, is here dxopped-again, another 
point leading to ••lars: f*arx regards this as the chief misfortune of all previous his¬ 
tory, this division of the human race into manual workers and people who are no * manual 
workers. The second point in this respect, on page 151, where he in effect says the. 
lowest arts—agriculture and so on—-are the highe st, well, the whole teacfiing regard¬ 
ing compassion and pity belongs here; I mention only one key implication, on pap 186: 
Philosophy can take care of the misery of the rich—because this misery is due to self- 
indulgence and to lacking control of the passions; then you tell them the things which 
SsnecLand other people said, that's all they need-but philosophy cannot take care of 
the misery of the poor. You see how again, this is something beyond the control of 
philosophy, where social legislation alone can help; and the effect of these things— 
not only on fcarx—has of course been terrific. 

How this is a very general, but X hope sufficiently comprehensive summary of 
the overall message of the mH l.«—and not not particularly taken as a treatise in edu¬ 
cation, and in the details, but the overall view of man and human life, which it con- _ 
veys more clearly and in much greater detail than any other Rousseauan writing. Row, i 
! would uka to take up two special items closely related to what I said, and namely, 

’ teaching of Rousseau regarding A) love, and B) the conscience. But that i will take up 
in a minute—or in five minutes: first X want to find out whether I have mace myself 
understood, whether this schema, as I presented it, is clear enough. Or do you think 
I omitted so mething of vital importance which would have to be in in any schema, however 
broad? Ttt. Seltzer. 

A: What is the relationship between the s e nt imen t of existence and the perfection of 
nimttw reason? , 


iS: Taat is not developed by Rousseau. But I t hin k, on the basis of what he 3ays in 
: the Pcwr-iftg- I would say the sentiment of existence can be adequately understood and 
appreciated in what it conveys. You know, someone may have this feeling of existence 
. lying somewhere in a meadow on a nice early summer day, and have it in *act; but it 
would be a passing experience, like any other. So, the appreciation of the sentiment 
of existence is not the same as the experience of the sentiment of existence, how, the 
■ appreciation would require philosophy, presuppose philosophy. I mean, the whole mes¬ 
sage of this experience is grasped only on the basis of philosophy. That, I think- 

Ho that extent the perfection of reason is presupposed for the sentiment of existence. 
Beyond that, just as in the Platon ic -Aristotelian doctrine, beyond reasoning 2 §t 1 0 ; 
dianoia. in Greek—there is nous, the perception of the intellectual things, ine sen^i 
ment of existence is beyond the mere reasoning, the ratio ratiocinans. Rabbi rfeiss. 


A: Twa g^nat-inn can sometimes be given free reign, I think, by the solitary walker. 

S: Yes, imagination, that would be...in one respect it is good,and in other respects 
it is bad. I mean, that would have simply to be applied to it, because imagination can 
also enslave men, as he has frequently said. 
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A: That's what I was wondering: the difference between the imagin ation of the soli¬ 
tary walker and imagination which is prejudiced. 

5: Simply...that would very much depend on whether he is the master of his imagination 
or the slave; I believe that would be the general answer, we would have to go through 
the passages where he speaks about imagination to make it sufficiently detailed. But 
the principle, I think, is clear. ' 

A: Towards the end, you said that philosophy can take care of the misery of the rich, 
but in the case of the poor, philosophy is of no use. What is the alternative? You 
said social as an alternative? 

S: Yes, social legislation. 

A: Now, that does not contradict the statement we read on page 425, that a law which 
is not universally applicable is not good? "Thus the sovereign has no right...was an 
unlawful deed." So a legislation that affects only the few, according to Rousseau, is 
illegal. 

S: Oh, 1 see. all right , maybe it is not to be done by social legislation—-I would 
have to twn> that out; I do not know. But surely then, even if you have...all right, 
maybe only private relief of poverty. But still, it is not philosophy, is it? That is 
true, but I think that is a very difficult question, because you know that out of 
a eau came, during the French Revolution, Babeuf, in a way the first Communist; and he 7 
was, of course, executed by Robespierre, and Robespierre seems at first glance to be 
much closer to Rousseau, but in Rousseau the theme, property is theft, is already there. 
And that...I mean, for example, you an take this statement about Solon and Lycur- 

gus as follows: that Solon should not have abolished private debts, but he could very 
well have expropriated all property and have it radically redistributed; th^n it would 
have been in accordance with the universality or generality of the law. 

A: What I tho ugh t th-ia statement was, that a law to be really good must be universally 
applicable. Thts is not what Rousaeau means? Does he mean that, that a law to be 
really good must have universal application? 

S: It all depends. In a way yes, and in a way no. But first of all, in wh ic h sense 
no: for example, very few tMngg are equally, applicable to children and to grown-ups; 
very few things are equally applicable to «nd to women, and so. I mean, what does 
universal applicability precisely mean? So, if you limit it to grown-up men, for sim¬ 
plicity's sake, then indeed, in this sense he would probably...yes, he would say...but 
again, we must distinguish: for example, there is obviously a difference between very 
intelligent and public-spirited people, and at the opposite pole a very stupid and com¬ 
pletely selfish individual. How, that you should prefer for governors the former, and 
not the latter, goes without saying. But the question is, how would the law formulate 
that? Here is where universal applicability comes in. The law c a nn ot possibly say 
only very intelligent and public-spirited people can be elected: that is not a legal 
formulation, you know. 1 mean, this is nothing where you- can sue and prove before a 
lawcourt that you are very intelligent and public-spirited—although, when the test sys¬ 
tems which ve now have in tbs social sciences are further improved, there will doubt¬ 
less come a time when you can prove that you are very intelligent and public-spirited, 
as you g«n prove now that you do not suffer from tuberculosis; you lmow, that may come. 
But that is not a legal formulation; and therefore the law can only say such things: 
every citizen who not committed a crime, or maybe who is not banlorupt, of 30 years 
or older, is eligible. A nd then that depends on the wisdom and reaso n a b leness of the 
citizen body whether they will elect the most stupid of them to the highest office, or 
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whether they will pick some other man. I think that...in other words, the law mist be 
phrased in universal terns; and if the people who apply the law—and that in a way is, 
of course, the whole citize n body—is singularly stupid and corrupt, then the best laws 
and the most legal lavs will be of no help whatever, that goes without saying. I seen, 
that's clear; that cannot be...that is the absolute limit of law. But Rousseau be¬ 
lieves, however, that to have legitimate laws, i.e. laws passed by the whole citizen 
body and without any names mentioned in these laws, that this is the best you can pos¬ 
sibly have, and a deviation from that is surely bad. It is not... in other words, it 
is a necessary and not a sufficient condition, imd although he begins to sey that the 
general will is inf allible—which means, in plain English, all correctly passed laws are 
wise—he Isaows, of course, that this is not a thing which mw be maintained; and there¬ 
fore, all k in d s of other qualifications nave to be made. There is no mmi <»v guaran¬ 
teeing...Rousseau seems to look for a gimmick guaranteeing wise laws, if there were 
one he surely would have liked to find it; but he didn't believe he had found it, and 
he didn't believe it could be found, you know: but only a necessary and not a suffi¬ 
cient condition, tor. Butterworth. 

A: One question in your schema: the men.. .you mentioned the of man and the man 0 f 
nature. But how'about the natural man: would you put this under the classification of 
the man of nature, or do you think that it could be treated as another...? 

S. V Jhi c h things, I mean, the identity or non—identity of which two things do you 
assert, natural mw and the man of nature? 

A: I wondered if there c ann ot be a distinction made between natural man an<i man of na- 
ture; in other words, having three categories rather than two, as you stated then. 

S: Yes, but the question is whether this is enlightening on the highest level of re¬ 
flection, in other words, whether Rousseau's observations or reflection oh the differ¬ 
ence between the savage and even the orang-utang. are so terribly important; whereas 
the distinction between man and citizen is surely of the utmost importance. I mean, 
after we have shown, that the savage is not Rousseau's ideal, we can in a way forget 
about him; I mean, only as long as there is some reasonable doubt that he night have 
preferred the savage to civ i l i zed man, one could pay very great attention to it. I do 
not laov that, if you write now a Doctor's dissertation on Rousseau, you can forget 
about the savage; please don't misunderstand me: I mean if you write a doctoral dis¬ 
sertation on Rousseau you ca nnot forget about the savage; you have to discuss it very 
thoroughly. But once one has shown by demonstrative reasoning that the savage is not 
Rousseau's ideal, then one can forget about him. ind one has, of course, to clear 
why Rousseau uses his savage provisionally f or bringing out certain things; that one 
can do, must do. But it is no longer a serious problem. 

A:^ liy point is that I'm not sure that the natural man, l'homme naturel, is the same 
thing as the savage, and this is the question, I wondered if that's worth considering, 
or is that just a minor distinction? The three terms are I'hoame de l'homae, l'homme 
de nature, and l'homme naturel* 

S: I see. I couldn't answer that question whether Rousseau ever Mils the Smile and 
the goal toward which he educates Emile l'homme naturel. In the most impressive pas¬ 
sages which I remember, he speaks of l'homme de la nature; end it is possible that this 
purely arbitrary distinction, I mean in terms of language, between the maT '- of nature 
and the natural man may have been made by him consistently in order to remind us of 
that. This is a matter of simple ordinary statistics, a thing whi/»h is boring but abso¬ 
lutely necessary, and must be dose with 100^ carefulness, that is clear. That is a 
good point to consider. Kr. Morrison. 
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A: Is there a connection between the sort of the uncertainty of the position that you 
find in the end as between Rousseau and Emile—at the end of the book*, the status of, 
you know, wh ich is the better, the higher province—is th-5 a related to the inver¬ 
sion of the order, this lowest being highest, in the arts? 

S: Sell, not quite, because I believe that this question as it appears at the or '* goes 
back to the very be g i nning s. I me a n , on the first level, which arises, say, in Socrates 
and of course also in Plato and Aristotle . the question is, which of the...there are. 
only two ways of life—that they assumed in their...on the basis of their prejudices— 
[there are only two ways of life which can compete for the highest rank; and that is the 
]theoretical life and the political life. I mean, no one ever said you rar> also choose 
the life of an artist, as people would say today, and of a businessman, and whatever 
else there may be, because business is simply a subdivision of political life—as we 
see from the history of some recent administrations: that is, the i s very, the 
connection is very, very close—and the artists, well, that is probably also a subdivi¬ 
sion of the theoretical, I suppose—at least suppose; I haven't considered that. So, 
the theoretical and the practical life. How, this was controversial all the time. The 
philosophers proper always asserted that the theoretical life...you can say, well, this 
is an ordinary case of professional bias, as tanners would naturally say tanning is a 
higher t h i ng than carpentry, the same way that the philosophers have said; that one can 
e a sil y say, and there is some show of truth even, because the philosophers say it. But 
read Cicero, the Republic : there is a tug of war between the contemplative awH the 
practical life from the beginning to the end; this question always exists. And there 
were kind, of mythical s ymb ols of that: Zethus and iimphion, you locow, Euripides' fig— 
jvres in a lost tragedy, standing for that, that's mentioned in Plato' s Gorgias ." How, 

; this respect, Rousseau simply restates the whole issue by 30 aetis.es suggesting the 
1 practical life is superior to the theoretical life—at the end of the Sm-Mo and in the 
i Rjafiflacsa espe c i a l l y. That is no difference, I believe. In other words, the 

peculiarities of Roussesu, that wh ich distinguishes him from Plato Aristotle, does 
I not come in In this point. 

A: ^ The only thing I was thinking of was that it seemed to me that ha—writing as a 
philosopher, or as potentially not a practical man—he had less confidence in his side 
of the argument than these other people had, «nd I wondered whether this.... This was 
just an impression that I got, but which I thi nir fa a fairly sound one.. .whether this 
isn't connected with his sense of, you know, the dignity of labor, and all that...? 

j S: That could very well be, because if you take people lik* Bacon and 5obbe_g , in a way 

! ®ven Descartes, surely the scientia propter do tentia— science fox the «*>!«> of cower_ 

! an d th is is of course much closgr~?fco the p-anti' iraT* life, to the primacy of the oracti— 

;cal life than to the primacy of the theoretical life. And rVn« played a great role in 
f d'Alembert and such people—you know, the French philosophes of the 13th century^—so it 
: shouldn't be surpr i s ing if R ousseau had •fcgk - **" the same view; but I believe on the basis 
of both writings of Rousseau which 1 know, and I -the most famous ones, that this 

is also his view, in other words, that there is no difference here; the difference is 
in what constitutes the essence of the theoretical life, or the peak of the theoretical 
life. There, there is a great difference. 

A: Just to follow this up, where does the refined Epicurean type of life fit into this 
schema? -“ 

S: That is...oh no, the theoretical life proper, the intellectual activities, are 
surely not sufficient; I mean, nor are they sufficient from the point of view of Plato 
and Aristotle: the whole subtheoretical soul, if I may say so, must be properly 
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cultivated—the place of the moral virtues. And Rousseau suggests here, if I understand 
him correctly—at the end of the 4th book—two alternatives which are perhaps not al¬ 
ternatives, but meant to be supplementary; the sophisticated compassion, i.e. the gen¬ 
eralized compassion, plus taste. Nov, since compassion is at home much more in the 
relation in...is exclusively at home within the humao relations, whereas taste also 
refers to other things—for example, furniture—the two are not identical, can 

not possibly cover the same spnere. But they could be compatible; they could be compat¬ 
ible. But perhaps that would also need an investigation, whether they are not really 
exclusive and yet are both possible as *016 substructure of the theoretical life. No, 
first or. Reinkea, whom 1 unjustly neglected. 

A: I wanted to find out: ' you are planning another portion of exposition after these 
five minutes? 

S: 1 was planning, yes. 

a: I was eager to push it; greatly eager to hear it. 

A: In Rousseau, the sentiment of existence: is it communicative; you communicate 
that? 

S: You can only...in a way, yes, I mean, Rousseau did say quite a few things about 
it, although not very much . How many pages would it fill when we would put together' 
everythi n g he said about it, three pages? So, in a way it is communicable—and in a 
way it is not. 1 mean, this...how... 

A: I was just thinking in terms of contemplation in the older sense, and whether there 
. is any contrast.... 

S: Well, I believe the difference...I cannot say more than what I said last time: the 
fact that he calls it a sentiment, and there is no reference to a sentiment when Plato 
and aristotle speak about contemplation, seems to be highly characteristic. And per¬ 
haps it has to do with, not fully communicable in the case of Rousseau, end fundamental 
communicability in the case of Plato and Arist otle—tha t may be; I have not considered 
that. 

How, let me then say a few things regarding love, because the question of love, 
the subject is of so great an importance because love obviously unites human beings: 
it is impossible to be a solitary lover, except in a defective mode. One loves someone 
who, by whom one is loved. Bow, we have seen Rousseau's distinction between sex, as 
all animals have it, and love, which is already constituted by amour-propre, by pride, 
because it is based on preference, comparison, discrimination. But Rousseau.... So, 
love is not in that way natural as sex is, but even sexual desire is not strictly neces¬ 
sary, as we have seen; only self-preservation: one couldn't go further in asserting 
jthe rad i ca l solitariness and asociality of man. Now, there are a number of passages 
which are of very great importance. I believe there is a passage in the 
which is partic u la r ly clear; I hope I find it. Tea, when he speaks in the 10th Prome- 
nade—that is in the last one which we have, which is not completed—he says when he 
speaks of the time he spent with ftme. de Warens—that was his first love: she was 28 
and he was 16, 17; and this is in a way the high point of his love life—he says, "my 
■ soul, whose organs had not yet developed the most precious faculties," i.e. the peak of 
k his love life belongs to his immaturity. This I think is of some interest. There are 
some other remarks which question...I cannot find now the other passages. There is nne> 
in the Bnile to which I referred last time, but I didn't have ay copy here. I now know 
where it is: if you turn to page 182, that is the second para. 
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A: "Man's weakness makes him....a sign of insufficiency..." 

S: You see; that goes, of course...every attachment, that is to say, amorous attach¬ 
ments, naturally. Yes. 

A: ".. .if each of us had no need... .is a hermit...” 

S: "is a solitary being." 

A: "God only enjoys....loves nothing can be happy." 

S: Tes. So, one would have to consider other passages, for example on page 45 of the 
Emile translation, where Rousseau says that man's nature permits self-sufficiency and 
hence happiness; and other passages. Here we have a passage, you see: God is simply 
self-sufficient—simply 3 elf-sufficient—but what follows from that? He would not love 
anything; because love is for Rousseau—in the scholastic distinction,• amor indigentia- 
a love stemming from need, not a love of overflowing, as it were—i forgot now what tin 
scholastic expression is: sunerabundantia. 30 something of this kind? You know, there 
is a love of overflowing, not stemming from need. But Rousseau speaks here only of a 
love of indigence, and then, of course, it would follow that God ca nn ot love, alth o ugh 
this is not explicitly said; it is only stated, "I cannot conceive that he who needs 
nothing could love anything, X do not conceive that he who loves nothing could be 
'happy. Here love seems to be infirmity. Love-happiness belong together, that’s the 
thesis here. But there are other passages in which the opposite is said; let me see 
whether I find them. On page 294, in the first para, yes. well, we cannot read all 

that; I translate to you the decisive sentence: "And what is true love.... 

EHD 0? TAPE SHE TWO. A second tape was put on at this point; the recording, 
however, was damaged, not ai i of the following discussion d be reconstructed. 

S: ...well, we cannot now read that. Yes, when he speaks in the middle of this para: 

"Their desire is not a physical need; it is not true that the sexual desire is a true 

need.” at the end of this para: "The more I reflect about this important crisis,' 
adolescence, "&nd its near or remote causes, the more I persuade myself that a solit_r> 
, brought up in a desert, without books, without instruction, without women, would die 
1 there as a virgin; however old he might become." In other words, as I said before, 
sexual desire is not strictly speaking necessary; man is by nature a solitary being, a 
solitary being only accidentally dependent as a child, and even the dependence which 
brings about civil society does not belong to the essence of man. So, well, we cannot 
exhaust this subject, that goes without saying; I only wanted to say that this is a 
very important subject one has to study in detail in order to 'understand the Emile . 

The other subject on which I would like to speak briefly is that of the con¬ 
science. We take first on page 69, there is this remark; perhaps you read the note 
there. 

A: "The precept 'Never hurt...is another man's evil." 

S: You see; to that extent this precept is only the corollary to man's fu n dam e ntal 
loneliness, natural loneliness. Because he does not need others, therefore he has no 
incentive to harming them. Yes. 

A: "This relation is part....this note is appended." 

S: Well, you see, I can only say there is a note a few pages earlier, which is too 
long now to read. This has very much to do with the status of the conscience in so fa: 
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- as the conscience says more than merely not to ham others—that is »no part of it. 

; how, let us turn to another passage, on page 250 in your translation, the 3rd para. 

A: "Ky young friend, let us return within..." 

S: The Savoyard Vicar is speaking. 

Aj "...let us set aside....chams of friendship and humanity...." 

S: let us turn to page 252, the 2nd para. 

S: "There is therefore at the bottom...principle that I conscience." 

S: les; that is the Savoyard Vicar who speaks, and that’s perfectly, is clear e n ou g h 
for the present. Page 371 para 4. 

As "iioreover, if a woman....she will never mak-A thpm good minda or pleasing faces." 

S: les. This follows immediately——see the preceding pars—on a praise of the con¬ 
science, that the conscience is the most enlightened of the philosophers, and the most 
important thing. And this para shows how insufficient the conscience is, because with¬ 
out this reflection wh ich does not belong to the conscience as such, it is impossible 
to do anyt hing good on any important level. The last passage of whi<*>i I remind you— 
but there are many more, of course—is the one we have discussed a very short while 
ago, on page 409, where the distinction is made between nature, reason, and the con— 
science;^and this, of course, would need a very, long interpretation, a very long study. 
I think i leave it at this point, because what 1 said, or the interpretation which I 
suggested, is based on the premise that love, i^e^ love of men aranng each other, does 
t not belong to the highest level: the solitary walker is not a lover, as solitary con— 
templator; and the other point is that the conscience belongs— when you take the di¬ 
chotomy of man and citizen—the con science belongs to the citizen, contrary to what the 
Savoyard Vicar says, but t h is leads then back to this whole big question, whether the 
Savoyard Vicar .ig. Rousseau, expresses Rousseau's view or not: but we have spoken of 
this great question more than once. These are only a few -indi nat-inns of the points 
which we have not really settleci—that's absolutely impossible, I mean the way in which, 
the speed with which we proceeded. Perhaps one should have seminars only on books of 
100 pa u .es and less, and not on books of 600 pages. 4nd if we nad.perfect freedom, that 
might be just the right thing to do; but in this imperfect world, we have to mak-a the 
best of it. It does have the advantages from time to time to read something rather 
cursorily, bacause a varied of t h i n gs is also important; it is also important to be 
aware of the variety of problems and not merely to go deeper into the depths of sne- 

points, that could be said in defense, but.... I must say I believe I have under¬ 
stood Rousseau somewhat better than I did before, but this is of course in no way 
, because quite a few t h i n gs have to be done which we didn't do—for 
insta n ce, those statistics which nave to be done. One would have, in order to settle 
this question of conscience, someone would have to have the complete statistics of 
every reference to conscience in the aaile; and the same is true also of what ar. But- 
terworth mentioned, the man of nature in contradistinction to the natural man; 
quite a few other things, which we have not done. Perhaps if we had read each 10 
pages, we might have done it, but then we could never have finished the book, an d than 
we would also be up in the air, . There is no practical solution 

to this problem. I formerly gave a course on the Spirit of the Laws , which is also a 
two—volume work, and that was of course also a great rush. I think- it would not be 
tolerable from the point of view of the Department—I do not mean to say that the 
Department would take punitive action against me, that right—but I think it wouldn't 
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be fair to the Department to say we devote a whole year, three quarters, to a 
text; because those who would come in in the second and third quarters would get a 

bad . • Kow > is there any point of a more general nature wh w 

one of you would like to bring up? hr. iicAtee. 

A: I have a number of questions which arose with the question about love in Rousseau * 
but you could put them under one general hea d ing, would you be wining to compare ana 
contrast love as presented In the Banquet and Rousseau 1 & presentation? 

+u 11 £.| ~1 r •^ ato - there is a**.. .man is the erotic being, one can say, on all levels 
But the -latonic...I mean, one can say, that is the doctrine of eros. The Platoni c 
doctrine a* eros is not very different from the Ihomistic. doctrine regarding the nat¬ 
ural inclinations; in other words, it is bound up with a teleological concept of man, 
y 5 u * e6, 1 neaa * y° u look - a* «bat the eros of stands for: immortali„. = 

° . procreation; glory, which has do do with the 

f «ally philosophy, or the highest, but that is closely »iht> to the Thomis- 
doctnns of the inclinations of man; but not identical at every point, and in Rousses ' 
__ because there cure no natural inclinations proper. 

* 5 ° 1 ^' which I didn't take up—although it is only a subordinate point, but 
subordinate point of great importance—and that is what Rousseau teaches about the 
faculties. 


Remainder of discussion inaudible^ 


Other discussions inaudible, except for short passage on the question of China, and 
Rousseau's remark about it: ***** 

S: China was the favorite of the adherents of an enlightened despotism, /"fhe imnerui 
was a paternal despot^/ In other words, the adherents of enlightened despotism were 
generally in favor of China. There is a big literature as to that, but rar. Locke 

... * Rousseau is, of course, anti-China, becau 

it is not a republic, and with the development of libertarianism of Rousseau and 
others, the prestige of China has decreased again. The story of Chira i s very compli¬ 
cated, because of the question of the Jesuits . tbe* 

Jesuits were the first man who reported about China, if I remember, and of course Rous- 
seau has to rely on those reports. And that Rousseau is anti-China and, if I remember 

Z .Lll lf 16 ° n A who ^ e Pro-China corresponds simply to the fact that Voltaire was. 
m favor of an enlightened despotism; ^and Rousseau was against it_J7. 


